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ABSTRACT
 
Gay males are described as having to surmount various
 
psycho-social obstacles in order to establish and main
 
tain enduring couple relationships. The relationship-

sacrificing style of the typical male response to Jealousy
 
is shown to be one such obstacle. Hypotheses are
 
developed which (1) suggest different patterns of
 
responses to Jealousy by gay and heterosexual males in
 
long—term couple relationships, (2) relate these
 
responses to sex-role identity, and (3) suggest a 
differential sex-role identification between gay and 
heterosexual males. Forty gay males and forty 
heterosexual males, all in long-term couple 
relationships, were surveyed using a questionnaire. As
 
hypothesized, results confirmed different patterns of
 
responses to Jealousy by the gay and heterosexual
 
samples. However, significant differences in sex-role
 
identity between the two samples were not observed, nor
 
were correlations between response styles and four sex-

role identity types demonstrated. Implications for
 
couples counseling and for future research are discussed.
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VI 1 1
 
INTRODUCTION
 
Gay Male Cou'ples
 
Obstacles to Gay Male Couple Relationships
 
Gay male relationships are commonly assumed to be
 
transitory in nature (Bell & Weinberg, 1978), This myth
 
has often been expressed by authors who perceive
 
homosexuality as indicative of underlying
 
psychopathology. Homosexuality is seen by these authors
 
as symptomatic of deep-seated psychological conflicts
 
which prohibit enduring, intimate and loving
 
relationships between persons so afflicted (Bieber, 1962;
 
Socarides, 1978), One such author/psychiatrist described
 
homosexuality as "essentially an unhappy travesty of
 
friendship" (Bleckly, I964.),
 
Nevertheless, there are many gay male couples whose
 
relationships would be considered long term, even by
 
heterosexual standards. As Morin and Alexander (1977)
 
observed, these relationships are remarkable in view of
 
the many obstacles which threaten them. Diverse authors
 
have described some of the psycho-social phenomena which
 
act to inhibit the establishment of enduring gay male
 
couple relationships. Although some of these phenomena
 
may apply equally to the formation of lesbian couples,
 
the scope of this paper is limited to male experiences.
 
The establishment and maintenance of enduring
 
couple relationships is difficult even for socially
 
sanctioned heterosexual couples (Rubin, 1973), but gay
 
males must additionally cope with a hostile heterosexual
 
world (Hoffman, 1973| Katz, 1976; Weinberg, 1972). Such
 
a world takes its toll on gay males couples through overt
 
social sanctions as well as through covert psychological
 
manipulation (Altman, 1971).
 
Social sanctions. Becoming a member of a gay male
 
couple, especially a cohabiting couple, increases one's
 
chances of discovery as a homosexual male and
 
subsequently risks subjection to contemporary social
 
sanctions against homosexual behavior (Hoffman, 1973).
 
Gay individuals who especially fear the consequences of
 
discovery as a "homosexual," such as loss of job, loss of
 
family and/or friends, and public ostracism, may well
 
avoid forming intimate couple relationships with other
 
gay individuals.
 
Even those couples more open about the homosexual
 
nature of their relationship will need to deal with this
 
culture's official sanctions. Formal discrimination
 
against gay couples exists in the form of rights that are
 
granted to heterosexual couples but denied to gay
 
couples. The most basic differential is, of course, the
 
 right of access to the institution of legal marriage
 
which grants specific privileges. In being denied the
 
right to a legal marriage gay couples are subsequently
 
denied the right to file joint tax returns, the right to
 
legal provisions for inheritance and the right to court
 
intervention in terms of property distribution in the
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instance of dissolution of a relationship (Fisher,
 
1972). In the case of a gay man or woman who becomes
 
critically ill and is hospitalized, that person's lover
 
may be denied access to his or her loved one because of
 
1
 
Some gay couples circumvent marital access to
 
inheritance rights by one member of the couple legally
 
adopting the other. In one instance where the partners'
 
ages were separated by thirty-five years, the younger
 
member, age 27, was adopted by the older member, age 62.
 
The arrangement proved satisfactory to both and, moving
 
across the country to a city where their actual family
 
backgrounds could be concealed, additionally afforded
 
them social approval unknown to most gay couples.
 
Remarked the younger partner, "It works out great for us.
 
People just think, 'Isn't it wonderful how close and
 
affectionate they are! He's such a devoted son.'"
 
(Alexander, 1977).
 
2
 
As Of this writing, a claim has been filed against
 
the estate of the late actor James Daly by Randal Jones,
 
a model in his late twenties, who claims to have lived
 
with Daly for the last two years of the actor's life.
 
Jones is contesting Daly's daughters' inheritance of the
 
entire one to two million dollar estate on grounds
 
similar to those filed in a suit against actor Lee Marvin
 
by his former girlfriend. In that case, the California
 
Supreme Court ruled that a couple living together had, in
 
effect, an unwritten contract regarding property. Jones'
 
attorney says that in such cases, "The gender of the
 
contracting parties is immaterial" (Advocate, 1978). The
 
outcome of this case is still undecided but it will very
 
likely serve as a precedent for all such future cases.
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not being a "legitimate" family member (Fisher, 1972).
 
It has also been shown that married men have better
 
opportunities for advancement in employment than
 
unmarried men (Bernard, 1973). Men known to be involved
 
in hombsexual couple felationships may be discriminated
 
against.even further (Brown, 1976).
 
The familial approval that generally accompanies
 
heterosexual couples, especially married heterosexual
 
couples, is often missing for gay couples. Indeed,
 
families often see a gay lover as clear evidence of a
 
child's obvious abnormality (Fisher, 1972). The impact
 
of this approval cannot be underestimated as a force that
 
frequently supports heterosexual couples, reinforcinv
 
3
 
their commitment, even through difficult times.
 
It may be true that familial approval is x^ithheld
 
from some gay couples solely due to their avoidance of
 
disclosure to their respective families—that is, yere
 
they to disclose the matter of their relationship, they
 
might receive such family support. Nevertheless, the
 
pressures which lead members of gay couples to avoid such
 
3
 
No doubt such "approval" can be a destructive force
 
when acting to keep a couple together past the time when
 
both members may be better off separately. However, the
 
goal of the present paper is to examine those phenomena
 
which assist or inhibit the establishment and maintenance
 
of gay male couples and not to evaluate whether the
 
establishment and/or maintenance of any specific couple
 
is or is not beneficial.
 
 disclosure do not generally confront members of
 
heterosexual couples* Hence, the fact of their being a
 
"gay" couple is the differential factor in their not
 
receiving the familial approval they might otherwise
 
receive.
 
Even the family approval that many gay couples now
 
experience because of this culture's gradually increasing
 
tolerance of homosexuality is often tainted by
 
traditional prejudices. For example, parents that
 
understand that their son's relationship with his
 
roommate is homosexual, may still not understand his
 
visiting his lover's family during holidays rather than
 
theirs. Were the son heterosexually married, though,
 
they might just consider the lover's family as "in-laws"
 
and more easily accept the situation.
 
Even the gay community is more often than not
 
.unsupportive of dyadic relationships among its members
 
(Columbia, DeWolfe, Fitch §c Reimer, 1973)* Monogamous
 
relationships, in particular, are seen to be not viable
 
and are regarded by some radical lesbians and gay men as
 
a "cop-out," an endorsement of oppressive heterosexual
 
morality (Jay 8: Toung, 1972).
 
Psychological hazards. The internalization of
 
negative stereotypic characteristics attributed by the
 
larger culture to gay males is also an obstacle to
 
enduring couple relationships. Using a semantic
 
differential technique, Karr (1975) found that a sample
 
of 100 men rated the "typical male homosexual" OQ an
 
evaluative factor as "less good, less honest, less fair,
 
less positive, less valuable, less stable, less
 
intellectual, less friendly and less clean" as well as 
"more shallow and unhealthy" than the "typical male 
4 
heterosexual." Gay men are also prone to such
 
stereotyping behavior and to internalizing related
 
homophobic attitudes. Since the above characteristics
 
are not ones that would facilitate enduring, intimate and
 
loving relationships between two such individuals, gay
 
men desiring such relationships must overcome such
 
stereotyping not only of other gay men, but of themselves
 
as well (Morin & Alexander, 1977). Woody Allen (1978)
 
borrowed an old Groucho Marx line once which went, "I
 
wouldn't want to belong to any club that would have me as
 
a member." This thinking, on a less humorous level, is
 
precisely that which afflicts many gay women and men who
 
have internalized too well this culture's homophobic
 
attitudes. "I wouldn't want to be in a relationship with
 
4
 
Karr (1978) also reports that gay men are seen as
 
"more womanly" than heterosexual men. This is especially
 
revealing considering Broverman, Vogel, Broverman,
 
Clarkson and Rosekrantz's (1972) report that masculine
 
characteristics are seen as much more socially desirable
 
than are feminine characteristics.
 
anyone who would accept me as a partner," their thinking
 
goes.
 
Examining the dynamics of courtship, Laner (1977)
 
distributed questionnaires to samples of gay and
 
straight males and females^ asking them to prioritize
 
six specific traits as to their desirability in potential
 
permanent partners. Additionally, subjects were asked to
 
rank those traits as they perceived others of their own
 
and opposite gender and sexual orientation would rank
 
them. Traits to be prioritized were; honest,
 
affectionate, intelligent, has sense of humor, good-

looking, and has money. Laner found that heterosexual
 
and homosexual subjects did not differ in their rank
 
ordered priorities, but tended to misperceive the
 
priorities of their own and other groups studied.
 
She observed that gay/bisexual men, as well as
 
gay/bisexual women and straight men and women, falsely
 
perceive gay/bisexual men to value good looks higher than
 
they actually do and to value honesty, intelligence, and
 
affection lower than they actually do. Clearly, such
 
misperceptions are not complimentary to gay men. Gay men
 
who project such shallow valuation onto other gay men—
 
precisely those individuals with whom they might seek to
 
form enduring, intimate and loving relationships—will
 
necessarily limit the desirability of those possible
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partners and inevitably limit the potential for suceess
 
of that relationship (Reese, 1977).
 
Furthermore, internalization of the popular myth
 
that gay male relationships are necessarily limited to a
 
transitory nature may also act to inhibit the
 
establishment and maintenance of enduring relationships.
 
A resigned attitude of, "If my relationships are doomed
 
to brief encounters and successive failures, why try to
 
make them last at all?" might well become a self-

fulfilling prophecy. Gay males who introject such
 
stereotypic myths may adopt self-defeating attitudes
 
toward themselves and their relationships and tend to
 
limit themselves to relationships of a transitory nature.
 
Maladaptation of the male role. Gay men seeking
 
relationships with other men who fit the traditional male
 
stereotype may be placing themselves in a self-defeating
 
double bind. Broverman (1972) has described the male sex
 
role as "very independent, almost always hiding emotion,
 
very dominant, very competitive, almost always acting as
 
the leader, very rough, not very talkative, very sloppy
 
in habit, having very little need for security, and not
 
expressing tender feelings easily"—"just the kind of
 
person you want to fall in love with" (Morin & Alexander,
 
1977). As is the case with characteristics attributed to
 
the stereotypic gay male, so characteristics attributed
 
to the stereotypic male are not qualities that facilitate
 
enduring, intimate and loving relationships. Gay men
 
seeking these relationships with such males, to some
 
degree, set themselves up for failure (Morin & Alexander,
 
1977).
 
Broverman et al.'s characterization of the male sex
 
role describes persons who are more readily geared for
 
competition than for cooperation, especially cooperation
 
insofar as intimate relationships are concerned. In
 
order for gay male relationships to endure, gay men must
 
transcend their traditional conditioning as males and
 
learn new behaviors that reflect cooperation rather than
 
competition in their interpersonal relationships (Morin &
 
Alexander, 1977). Certainly the task of transcending
 
male sex-role conditioning is not unique to gay men.
 
Heterosexual men are increasingly required to adjust to a
 
rapidly changing society as far as sex roles and sex-role
 
related expectations are concerned. Heterosexual men are
 
learning that they, too, must learn to transcend their
 
male sex-role conditioning in order to establish and
 
maintain enduring, intimate relationships with many
 
contemporary women who are increasingly dissatisfied with
 
their traditionally passive and non-assertive role
 
(Nichols, 1975).
 
It is true that not all gay men are striving to
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"transcend "their male sex-role condi"tioning, Howe"ver, for
 
those seeking enduring couple relationships, learning new-

attitudes and beha-yiors, other than those traditionally
 
associated with males, may be an essential step.
 
The Search For a Mate
 
Gay men do tend to involve themselves in casual
 
sexual encounters and brief relationships much more
 
frequently than do heterosexual males (Nuehring, Fein &
 
Tyler, 1974-; Weinberg & Bell, 1978). However, this is
 
not to suggest that gay males do not also report a desire
 
for permanence in their relationships.
 
In a study based on interviews with informants from
 
a homosexual community in one American city, Sonenschein
 
(1968) studied groups ranging in size from three
 
individuals to 100. He observed that while younger
 
subjects were more interested in having partners for
 
brief affairs or extended encounters, generally after
 
about the age of thirty, finding a steadier mate became a
 
significant concern.
 
In their interviews of gay college students,
 
Nuehring, Fein and Tyler (1974) also reported this
 
observation, finding that both male and female gay
 
students express a preference for long term
 
relationships. They additionally report that gay men
 
often express distaste for tricking and one-night stands.
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and many men tend to move into love relationships after a
 
fairly traditional process of courting.
 
Lehne's (197-4) study of the types of relationships
 
that homosexual men desire revealed that 60% of his
 
sample (N=50) expressed a fantasy for a warm, loving
 
relationships with a lover and that 23% of this group
 
stated that they had found this lover. Nearly half of
 
Lehne's total population felt that they were basically
 
serially monogamous in that they were monogamous x^ith one
 
person for some period of time and then would move on to
 
another person,
 
Laner's (1977) previously mentioned study of
 
permanent partner priorities shoxiTS that at least as far
 
as the six traits examined are concerned, guy men
 
prioritize them as straight men do. In order of
 
importance, gay and straight males rank them: Honest,
 
Affectionate, Intelligent, Goodlooking, Has sense of
 
humor and Has money. Aside from general rank order,
 
Laner reported that gay and straight men differ in their
 
relative emphasis on good looks and intelligence with gay
 
men placing more emphasis on intelligence and less on
 
appearance than do straight men. Of the total sample of
 
gay and straight males and females, approximately 90% of
 
each group expected (or hoped) to form permanent
 
relationships at some time. However, considerably larger
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proportions of gay men and women than straight men and
 
women had already formed such relationships.
 
It appears that while gay men tend to have numerous
 
sexual encounters and brief affairs, they often report
 
some dissatisfaction with "tricking" and one-night
 
stands. They seek more permanent relationships-—warm and
 
loving relationships—and many gay men report that they
 
already have such a relationship. They seek the same
 
qualities that non-gay men seek in a mate, emphasizing
 
honesty, intelligence and affection.
 
Psychological Benefits of Couple Relationships
 
In their extensive study based on 2,400 interviews
 
with homosexual males in San Francisco, New Xork City,
 
Copenhagen and Amsterdam, Weinberg and Williams (1974)
 
found that those homosexual males living with a
 
homosexual^ roommate were found to report "greater
 
psychological well-being" than those having other living
 
arrangements. These homosexual males showed "high self-

acceptance, high stability of self-concept, low
 
depression, loneliness and guilt, shame or anxiety over
 
being homosexual" and they were "somewhat less likely to
 
desire psychiatric treatment." This is in contrast to
 
homosexual males living alone, living with parents or
 
living with a wife. The authors did not differentiate
 
between dyadic couple relationships but noted that the
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majority of those respondents reported their roommates to
 
also be their lovers.
 
Gay male oouple relationships may be psyGhologically
 
advantageous for homosexual malesj however, Weinberg and
 
Williams' statistics probably also reflect the
 
difficulties that a gay man with many psychological
 
problems would have in establishing and maintaining an
 
enduring, loving and intimate relationship. That is, gay
 
men who involve themselves in gay male couple
 
relationships may become more well-adjusted
 
psychologically than they were prior to forming such a
 
relationship. On the other hand, maybe only those gay
 
men who are sufficiently well-adjusted are able to
 
successfully establish and maintain enduring couple
 
relationships. Indeed, the two processes are very likely
 
integrally reciprocal in that a certain degree of
 
psychological adjustment is necessary to establish a
 
meaningful intimate relationship, just as the process of
 
developing within that relationship fosters greater
 
psychological adjustment. Some first person accounts of
 
gay male couple relationships (Douglass, 1973j Nichols &
 
Clark, 1972) are available that directly attest from
 
personal experience as to the subjective benefits
 
received from being in such relationships.
 
In his pioneer study. Gory (1951) clearly assessed
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the benefits of homosexual couple relationships.
 
Whatever the pattern, the ages, the races, the 
nature of adjustment of the outside v/orld, ■ the 
degree of sexual fidelity involved, it can be 
said without equivocation that those who 
have...(such a) relationship,..have gone a long 
way toward solving the problem of the 
adjustment of the homosexual in a hostile 
society....That such a...(relationship) brings 
XATith it new problems does not at all mean that 
it is a poor solution to the old ones. (p. 
144)
 
Structure and Functioning of Gay Male Couples
 
Gay male couples have been seen to differ from 
heterosexual couples in some distinctive ways. 
Sonenschein's (1968) ethnographic study of male 
homosexual relationships revealed that in permanent
 
sociosexual relationships, partners did not tend to
 
dichotomize roles, and that marriage rituals, the
 
exchange of rings and the concept of unending love were
 
all relatively rare.
 
Columbia, DeWolfe, Fitch and Reimer (1973) reported
 
in a study of gay male couples in Hawaii that their
 
couples did not tend to dichotomize roles, at least not
 
along stereotypic sex-role lines, and that in addition
 
these relationships were basically well-functioning.
 
Concerning this basically well-functioning nature of
 
gay male couples, Nanda and Francher (1978) related that
 
their couples reported few arguments and a mutual
 
commitment to working out differences. This is
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especially important in light of Alpert's (1976)
 
hypothesis that v/hile heterosexual couples can survive
 
without meeting the individual needs of each partner, gay
 
couples must adapt to fulfill those individual needs or
 
fail.
 
Nanda and Francher's study was a comparative
 
analysis of the different social and sexual patterns of
 
lesbians and gay men involved in couple relationships
 
that had endured for ten years or more. They found that
 
domestic chores were not handled on a sex role
 
stereotypic basis but performed according to personal
 
preference of the partners. For example, if one
 
preferred to cook and was, in fact, a better cook, often
 
that partner would do the cooking and the other partner
 
would clean up after meals. Where both partners liked to
 
cook, they often took turns. .
 
Ninety per-cent of the males (N=20) interviewed were
 
working, and members of most couples contributed equally
 
to the couple's financial existence, either pooling
 
resources or keeping separate accounts and dividing
 
I
 
expenses equally. In those couples where one partner was
 
not working, those partners reported distress regarding
 
5 .
 
their dependent role. This distress can be seen as a
 
5
 
In one couple a partner was an artist and could
 
contribute only sporadically; in the other, the partner
 
was very ill.
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result of their dependent roles being a clear violation
 
of the male role and illustrates both the internalized
 
pressure to conform to that role and the psychological
 
stress resulting from violation of that role.
 
Nanda and Francher, investigating sources of
 
difficulties within relationships, discerned two major
 
themes for males which precipitate conflict. Financial
 
dependence was one theme, especially in couples where one
 
member was considered a "spender" and the other was not.
 
The other theme was sexual infidelity which will be
 
examined later in the present paper under the subsection,
 
Monogamy and Alternatives. The authors ascertained from
 
their subjects' reports that for the couples observed,
 
emotional ties and companionship were primary components
 
of their relationships.
 
Nuehring, Fein and Tyler (1974.) constructed a two-

dimensional paradigm to descriptively type relationships,
 
based on duration of the relationship over time and
 
emotional involvement. Noting that duration of
 
relationships appears to be judged by similar standards
 
in both the gay and non-gay student communities—a
 
relationship which endures for two or three months is
 
considered relatively long-term and stable—the authors
 
defined long-term relationships as those which had
 
survived for six months or more. Emotional involvement
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was defined as "positive regard, affection and concern,
 
beyond physical attraction, sufficient to prompt a couple
 
to establish a relatively monogamous relationship and to
 
identify themselves as 'lovers' or a couple." This
 
paradigm for conceptualizing relationships based on
 
length of relationship and level of involvement resulted
 
in the following emergent dimensions: (1) long-term
 
relationships with emotional involvement, (2) long-term
 
relationships without emotional involvement, (3) short-

term relationships with emotional involvement, and (4.)
 
short-term relationships without emotional involvement.
 
Male and female gays were seen to differ in terms of
 
the four models of relating. Males were seen to
 
participate far more in Type IV relationships than were
 
women, while women were more frequently participants in
 
Type I or III relationships. Additionally, the Type I or
 
.Ill relationships that males were involved in appeared to
 
have frequently developed from Type IV relationships.
 
Especially relevant to the present study is the
 
observation made by Nuehring et al. that lacking
 
emotional involvement, gay couple relationships dissolve.
 
Those couples that manage to stay together are most
 
likely to be characterized by mutual emotional 
involvement. Although one member of a couple was 
occasionally observed to be more involved than another. 
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the authors relate that
 
there does not seem to be to any degree, at
 
least in the youthful gay vrorld, a counterpart
 
to what Nathan Ackerman (1958) has called the
 
"emotionally alienated marriage." (p. 67)
 
Morin and Alexander (1977) made this same
 
observation, noting that love is "the primary reason"
 
that keeps couples together since those couples are
 
generally lacking of institutional supports such as
 
marriage, religion, children or common property. These
 
are supports that help to bind many heterosexual couples,
 
■ . , ■ I 
as the authors noted, "long after both or either one
 
wanted to be together."
 
Fisher (1972) also cited love as being a principle
 
factor in sustaining gay couple relationships.
 
Gay couples call themselves lovers because the 
word expresses the nature of their 
relationships. It is love that holds a couple 
together....The fact that so many gay people do 
find love and are able to maintain various 
forms of fulfilling relationships says 
something about the quality of their 
relationships. When two gay ■ people stay 
together it is because they love one another, 
not because society has encouraged them or made 
it easy in any way. (pp. 211-212) 
Permanent gay male couples then are seen to be
 
basically well-functioning. Members do not tend to
 
dichotomize roles, certainly not along stereotypic sex-

role lines. Marriage rituals and the exchange of rings
 
are relatively rare as is the concept of unending love
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despite the fact that love is both reported and observed
 
to be a major sustaining factor in such relationships.
 
Monogamy and Alternatives
 
Whether due to socio-cultural influences or to
 
genetic predispositions or, as is most probable, an
 
interplay of these variables, the sexual patterns of
 
males and females differ (Hoffman, 1973). The effects of
 
the interplay of these forces on the structure and
 
dynamics of male-male relationships are observable in
 
individual couple relationships as well as in the gay
 
male subculture at large. It is quite natural to expect
 
that sexual relationships between males will differ from
 
sexual relationships between females as well as from
 
those between males and females.
 
The gay male subculture in contemporary America
 
reflects and in turn shapes the variant style of gay male
 
relationships. Sinsey, Pomeroy and Martin (1953)
 
observed that males were more easily aroused than females
 
by visual stimuli and were also more easily aroused by
 
the idea of promiscuity. Sex has different connotations
 
for males and females and the peculiar perceptions and
 
responses of males very likely account for the ready
 
availability of casual sex with which the gay males
 
subculture is often stereotyped.
 
Gay males have been observed to have experienced
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sexual contacts with more sexual partners than have
 
heterosexual males (V/einherg & Bell, 1978). "'Cruising,'
 
the watching of other persons in a public place with the
 
intent of identifying and possibly establishing contact
 
with potential sexual partners" (Nuehring et al., 1974.)
 
is generally the means through which these contacts are
 
made. Weinberg and Bell (1978) linked this phenomenon to
 
the greater tendency of males in general to
 
separate sex from affection, to estimate their
 
personal worth on the basis of how much sex 
they have, and to view fidelity as an 
undesirable restriction upon their freedom and 
independence." 
Nanda and Francher (1978) found that whereas lesbian
 
couples generally met through friends and that sex did
 
not occur between them until later in their relationship,
 
gay male couples had generally met in public cruising
 
places such as bars and that sex occurred in most cases
 
on the first encounter (75%) or on the second (25%).
 
Male respondents indicated that 90% of the gay male
 
couples had initially agreed upon or accepted fidelity in
 
their relationship. The other couples had, from their
 
Gay males may have more sexual partners during a
 
lifetime than heterosexual males due in part to the
 
constraints heterosexual men experience because of their
 
partners' feminine sex-role conditioning. This
 
conditioning prohibits such a separation of commitment
 
and sexual fidelity. Heterosexual relationships may
 
endure more securely than gay male relationships in
 
general, more as a result of women's social conditioning
 
than of the much tauted psychological superiority of
 
heterosexual relations per se (Levine, 1979).
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inception, been non-monogamous. In the monogamous
 
couples, fidelity was reported to have been maintained
 
for a certain length of time (four months to five years,
 
depending on the couple) until one of the partners
 
engaged in sexual activity with someone outside the
 
relationship, usually clandestinely. When the other
 
partner became aware of his partner's behavioi* (either
 
through discovery, or by being informed by a third party
 
or by the other partner directly) a crisis resulted
 
which served to demonstrate that the period of fidelity
 
was ended.
 
Couples resolved this crisis in one of two ways. In
 
about 50% of the couples, partners agreed to carry on
 
outside sexual activities discreetly. In the other 50%,
 
attempts were made to be "open and honest" which
 
reportedly did not work. Partners reported that
 
discussions of their outside sexual activities generally
 
became either "boring or traumatic."
 
Nanda and Francher (1978) suggested that fidelity
 
may not be functional for gay male couples. True or not,
 
issues of fidelity and monogamy are certainly dealt with
 
differently in gay male couples than they are commonly
 
assumed to be dealt with in heterosexual relationships.
 
In a case study investigation of five gay male
 
couples, Alpert (1976) proposed several hypotheses
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regarding monogamy and non-monogamy based on his
 
intensive interviews with couples living in San
 
Francisco. His hypotheses may relate most directly to
 
urban couples.
 
Due to already mentioned biological, sociological
 
and psychological factors and the easy availability of
 
partners in an urban setting, Alpert suggested that each
 
gay male couple must" develop a workable means of dealing
 
with the issues of monogamy and non-monogamy. Four of
 
Alpert's five couples reported being non-monogamous. The
 
monogamous couple reported being together for one year
 
and considering Nanda and Francher's hypothesis, this
 
monogamous couple may still have been in an initial
 
period of fidelity. The couple insists though that their
 
state of monogamy is the result of a permanent decision.
 
Monogamy, Alpert suggested, may be more common in less
 
urban settings but appears to be viable for-only a small
 
proportion of those gay males couples living in an
 
environment such as San Francisco.
 
Alpert's investigation suggested that non-monogamy
 
can only be completely comfortable after a couple has
 
been together for a period of time. Only after
 
sufficient trust and security have been developed by the
 
partners can outside sexual experiences be expected to
 
occur without threatening the partners and thus the
 
23 
relationship. Alpert indicated that mutually acceptable
 
limits to non-monogamous activity must be agreed upon and
 
adhered to in order to preserve the stability of the
 
relationship. Generally these limits recognize the fact
 
that as the threat of emotional involvement with outside
 
partners increases, the stability of the primary
 
relationship is increasingly threatened.
 
Four means of 'fulfilling outside sexual needs were
 
reported by Alpert's respondents—casual, impersonal sex
 
(such as occurs in some public restrooms or adult book
 
stores); one night stands; emotional/sexual affairs with
 
others which continue over a period of time; and sex with
 
one's primary partner and a third person. Casual,
 
impersonal, outside sexual contacts were Judged the least
 
threatening to the primary relationship and were reported
 
most frequently by the respondents.
 
Finally, Alpert stated that outside sexual activity
 
may be an adaptive mechanism of many gay male couple
 
relationships and may,- in some cases, even enhance the
 
primary relationship. Some respondents reported that
 
they or their lovers became more responsive sexually and
 
emotionally to the needs of their primary partner after
 
engaging in outside sexual experiences. There is,
 
however, insufficient data to propose this corollary
 
hypothesis other than xvith considerable caution.
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Gay male couples reflect the gay male subculture of
 
which they are a part. This gay male subculture not only
 
allows but encourages engaging in the readily available
 
casual sex. Gay males in couple relationships,
 
responding to this easy availability of sex, to their own
 
male sex role conditioning, and to cultural expectations
 
of males, tend to adjust their relationships to
 
accommodate outside sexual experiences into those
 
relationships.
 
Although monogamy is generally accepted in early
 
stages of a relationship—and may serve to enhance the
 
partners' senses of commitment and security—it has been
 
suggested that a crisis most often occurs wherein the
 
commitment to monogamy is re-evaluated. In most cases
 
the crisis appears to be resolved by an agreement or
 
acceptance of specific limits to the extent that outside
 
sex will be allowed. Most frequently, outside sex is
 
limited to casual, impersonal sex.
 
Forms of outside sex other than casual sexual
 
encounters increase the likelihood of emotional
 
attachment to someone other than the primary partner and
 
tend to threaten the relationship. Feelings of Jealousy
 
result. In fact, as mentioned earlier, issues
 
surrounding sexual infidelity are reported to be a major
 
source of conflict with gay male couples. Given the fact
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that gay men live in a veritable hotbed for jealousy, the
 
question arises as to how men in couple relationships
 
deal with those feelings oh not only a behavioral but an
 
emotional basis as well.
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Responses to Jealousy
 
Bryson (1977) has described jealousy as being "at
 
least as common as chicken pox or the common cold," in
 
that 96% of his subjects (male and female college
 
students) reported having experienced jealous feelings at
 
some time in their lives and that generally the most
 
recent experience was within the last six months. Bryson
 
also noted a considerable range of expressive responses
 
to jealous feelings. In a factor analysis of responses
 
to a questionnaire containing 24- emotional responses and
 
24 behavioral responses to jealousy, eight separate
 
factors were rotated:
 
1) Emotional devastation—expressing the negative
 
emotional impact of jealousy (feeling helpless, insecure,
 
depressed, etc.),
 
2) Reactive retribution—-reflecting a desire to get
 
back at the partner by becoming more sexually aggressive
 
with other people,
 
3) Arousal—which reflected a tendency to become
 
more aware of the sexuality of the partner as a function
 
of the other's interest, ­
4) Need fpr social support—a tendency to seek out
 
other people as a source of support when jealous,
 
5) Intropunitiveness—^reflecting a tendency to
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blaiae oneself for being jealous,
 
6) Confrontation^--with either the partner or the
 
other person to seek an explanation for the situation,
 
7) Anger—directed at either the partner or the
 
other person, and
 
8) Impression management—ranging from acting as if
 
nothing had happened to letting everything go to hell.
 
Bryson emphasized the importance of this factor
 
analysis as illustrating that
 
jealousy is not seen as a single set of
 
reactions equally applicable to all persons but
 
by a complex of actions and feelings, any part
 
of which Can be labelled as jealousy (Bryson,
 
1977).
 
Nevertheless, some discrimination between responses was
 
observed and accounted for by gender: males were more
 
likely to take action (reactive retribution and
 
confrontation) in responses to their jealous feelings,
 
while females were more likely to respond with emotional
 
reactions (devastation, anger and heed for social
 
support).
 
In an attempt to simplify a conceptual schema for
 
jealousy, Bryson reorganized and reduced the number of
 
factors by suggesting that jealousy reactions may be
 
classified in terms of two goals: attempts to maihtain
 
or improve the relationship and attempts to maintain or
 
improve one's ego, self—esteem or feelings of self worth.
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Responses to jealousy can thus be typed according to a
 
four-part matrix. Figure 1 illustrates how responses are
 
typed as to whether they attempt to maintain one or, both
 
or neither of these two factors.
 
Some reactions attempt to achieve both of these
 
goals, such as asking the partner for a reconfirmation of
 
the primacy of the relationship or for an explanation of
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the situation, or • even threatening the other person.
 
Other reactions attempt to maintain neither self-esteem
 
nor the relationship, such as intropunitiveness and self-

destructive behaviors like blaming oneself, drinking,
 
fantasizing the sexual activities of the partner or
 
suicide.
 
Trade-off reactions focus on maintaining one or the
 
other of these two factors. "Relationship maintaining"
 
behaviors which do not ,necessarily contribute to
 
increased self-esteem include acting as if nothing had
 
happened in order to avoid a confrontation, emphasizing
 
one's dependency on the partner, or trying to make
 
oneself more attractive to the partner. "Self-esteem
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Though this last reaction may be seen as less
 
socially desirable than the prior two, it still
 
represents an attempt to maintain both self-esteem and
 
the relationship. As will be seen, these very different
 
ways of getting the same result may account for the weak
 
internal consistency of items on this subscale of the
 
responses to jealousy questionnaire.
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Figure 1
 
Conceptual Analysis of Jealousy Reactions
 
Response Supports Subject's Relationships
 
ies No
 
les BOTH MAINTAINING SELF-ESTEEM MAINTAINING
 
RESPONSES RESPONSES
 
Seeking re-affirmation 
of the relationship 
Verbal/physical attacks 
against the partner 
Response 
Supports 
Threatening the third 
party 
Reactive retribution 
Subject's No RELATIONSHIP MAINTAINING 
RESPONSES 
NEITHER MAINTAINING 
^PONSES 
Self-Esteem 
Emphasizing dependency Intropunitive behavior 
Increasing attractiveness 
to partner 
Self-destructive 
behaviors 
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maintaining" reactions which may sacrifice the
 
relationship include verbal or physical attacks on the
 
partner or seeking retribution.
 
In a role-playing study where subjects viewed a
 
video tape of a jealousy-inducing situation and were
 
asked to note 36 separate responses as to the likelihood
 
that they would so react, Bryson (1978) found that males
 
were more likely to report that they would feel angry
 
with themselves, get drunk or high, and verbally threaten
 
the interloper. Females were more likely to report that
 
they would cry when alone, try to make themselves more
 
attractive, and try to make their partners think that
 
they did not care.
 
Furthermore, the type of response to jealousy was
 
seen to interact with sex of the subject and
 
attractiveness of the interloper (a manipulated dependent
 
variable in the study)» Males became even more likely to
 
respond by "start going out with other people" when the
 
interloper was attractive, while females, who were less
 
likely to respond so in any case, became even less likely
 
with an attractive interloper. Males were seen to more
 
likely respond to jealous feelings with self-esteem
 
maintaining behaviors, while females were more likely to
 
respond with actions that serve to maintain the
 
relationship. As the attractiveness of the interloper
 
I 
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increases, these differences were seen to become even 
more pronounced. Men seek solace or retribution in other 
relationships, and ■ women try to make themselves more 
attractive to their partner. 
Bryson (1978) hypothesized three possible reasons
 
for the observed gender related responses. First, these
 
differences may be attributed to the different roles and
 
differential power traditionally assigned to men and
 
women in heterosexual relationships. As it is more
 
acceptable for men to initiate relationships, they are
 
better able to seek alternatives when threatened. There
 
is also, for many women, a financial dependence on the
 
male which necessitates attempting to improve the
 
relationship, even at the expense of self-esteem. It
 
might be argued that in heterosexual relationships women
 
can become the mainstay in the relationships because of
 
their second-class status in comparison to the privileges
 
men enjoy. This second-class status, in part, accounts
 
for the fact that while marriage benefits men socially,
 
physically, educationally, occupationally, economically
 
and psychologically, for women it appears to constitute a
 
severe mental health hazard (Bernard, 1973).
 
Second, different gender related responses to
 
jealousy may be a result of differential sex-role
 
conditioning in which females have been taught to define
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their status in terms of their relationships so that
 
relationships have become more important to them. They
 
may have learned relationship maintaining skills better
 
and may even enhance their sense of self-esteem or self-

worth through their relationships.
 
Third, a partner's infidelity may be a more
 
significant threat to males' self—esteem than to females.
 
Support for this comes from Rubin's (1973) report that
 
females are more likely to associate sex and love than
 
are males, Consequently, for the male, a female
 
partner's infidelity may be more likely to imply loss of
 
love, leaving him nothing but self-esteem to salvage,
 
whereas for the female, a male partner's infidelity may
 
seem less serious, and the relationship more worth
 
saving:.
 
A later study has failed to replicate many of the
 
gender related differences noted above. Rodgers and
 
Bryson (1978) examined the interplay of effects between
 
gender of subject, self-esteem, types of responses to
 
Jealousy, perceived locus of control and whether the
 
subject is reacting to his or her partner's interest in a
 
third party or the third party has shown an interest in
 
that partner.
 
This study did not find the two trade-off responses
 
to be gender related. In fact, females were found
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overall to more frequently respond with self-esteem
 
maintaining responses whether the partner or the third
 
party was seen as responsible for the jealous feelings,
 
When the partner was seen as responsible, males were just
 
as likely as females to respond with self-esteem
 
maintaining responses. Self-esteem maintaining responses
 
were seen to correlate negatively with age. The older
 
the subject, the less likely that he or she would respond
 
with actions that attempt to preserve only self-esteem.
 
Rodgers and Bryson found no significant effects for
 
relationship maintaining responses.
 
Responses which attempt to maintain both self-esteem
 
and the relationship were reported for both genders,
 
where the partner was seen to have initiated the jealousy
 
provoking situation. For the fourth type of response.
 
those which attempt to maintain neither self-esteem nor
 
the relationship, a significant main effect was shown for
 
gender. Males were more likely to respond in these
 
generally negative ways than were females. There were
 
also significant correlations between these generally
 
negative responses and self-esteem. age. marital
 
(couplehood) status and locus of control. These subjects
 
were usually younger, single and external in locus of
 
control.
 
As far as specific subscale items were concerned.
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females were more likely to respond with "attempt to
 
increase my attractiveness to my partner" and "start
 
going out with another person," although males tended to
 
report the latter response when their partner was seen as
 
the initiator of the situation. Females were more likely
 
to report that they would "work to improve the
 
relationship" than were males—a response which attempts
 
to preserve both self-esteem and the relationship. Other
 
significant effects for specific subscale items were
 
reported that correlated with whether the partner or a
 
third party was seen as the initiator of the Jealous
 
situation.
 
Bryson (1979) has subsequently reiterated his
 
original conviction that trade-off responses to Jealousy
 
are gender related. He reported that several larger,
 
unpublished studies have replicated his original data,
 
correlating females with relationship maintaining
 
responses and males with self-esteem maintaining
 
responses. The present paper assumes this to be true,
 
but hypothesizes that trade-off responses are more
 
directly related to sex-role identity than to actual
 
gender of the subject.
 
Relationship maintaining responses are seen to be a
 
facet of feminine sex-role identity, and self-esteem
 
maintaining responses, a facet of masculine sex-role
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identity. To be sure, responses to jealousy are
 
situationalj a function of several variables, as Bryson
 
(1977, 1978) and Rodgers and Bryson (1978) have 
demonstrated. It also seems evident that the typical 
male sex-role response to jealousy, a relationship-
sacrificing response, is not functional for gay males
 
seeking to establish or maintain enduring couple
 
relationships. The question arises as to whether these
 
gay males typically do respond with such responses. If,
 
as this paper hypothesizes, these responses are a
 
function of sex-role identity, a closer examination of
 
sex-role identity in general, and sex-role identity in
 
gay males in particular, is necessary.
 
Regarding the internal validity of Bryson's
 
questionnaire, Rodgers and Bryson (1978) reported a
 
reasonable internal consistency for three of the four
 
subscales. Gronbach's alphas were computed for each
 
subscale. The Self-Esteem subscale yielded an alpha of
 
.636, the Relationship subscale had an alpha of .654,
 
and the Neither subscale's alpha was .67. While these
 
are reasonably consistent, the subscale reporting
 
responses which attempt to maintain both self-esteem and
 
the relationship showed an alpha of -.37. This low
 
reliability prohibits this subscale's consideration as a
 
valid measure. Bryson suggests that the items in this
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subscale demonstrated very different means of trying to
 
achieve similar results.
 
Bryson (1979) additionally reported a test-retest
 
correlation over a two^week period of approximately .70.
 
This offers support to the contention that the
 
questionnaire, at least the first three scales, is a
 
reasonably consistent inventory of responses and,
 
consequently, it is used in the present study. The
 
"Both" subscale results are presented but the scale is
 
not considered in the analysis due to its limited
 
reliability.
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Sex-Role Identity
 
The traditional view of sex-role identity has been
 
of a singular, bipolar dimension with "masculine" at one
 
end and "feminine" at the other. This conceptualization
 
has undergone some changes in recent years.
 
Bern (1974-) has argued for a re-conceptualization of
 
sex-role identity as developing along two different
 
dimensions—masculine and feminine. She has suggested
 
that developing individuals can acquire characteristics
 
commonly viewed as masculine or characteristics commonly
 
viewed as feminine or characteristics of both dimensions,
 
with individuals of the last sort being considered as
 
psychologically androgynous.
 
Bern's measure of androgyny, the Bern Sex-Role
 
Inventory (BSRI), was constructed with 20 positive
 
masculine attributed and 20 positive feminine attributed
 
characteristics. Subjects rate each trait as to its
 
applicability in describing themselves. Individuals who
 
exhibit a balance of feminine and masculine attributes
 
are considered androgynous. Those individuals reporting
 
significantly more masculine than feminine attributes are
 
considered "masculine" while those reporting more
 
feminine attributes than masculine are considered
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"feminine,"
 
More recently a quadripartite typology has been
 
developed which divides the so-called "androgynous"
 
individuals across their median score. Only those who
 
score similarly high on both dimensions (high-high) are
 
considered androgynous. Since the BSRI assessed only
 
socially desirable attributes, those scoring similarly
 
low on both dimensions (low-low) are termed
 
"undifferentiated" as they appear to have acquired few
 
positive attributes of either sex role (Strahan, 1975).
 
Using this typology, androgynous individuals on a scale
 
other than the Bern scale have been seen to score
 
significantly higher on a measure of self-estQe® than
 
undifferentiated individuals (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp,
 
1975).
 
However, scoring low on positive self-attributes
 
does not necessarily imply that an individual would score
 
high on negative self-attributes. Investigating the
 
hypothesis that undifferentiated individuals would tend
 
to describe themselves with negative sex-role
 
characteristics more frequently than either androgynous
 
or sex-typed individuals, Kelly, Caudill, Hathorn and
 
O'Brien (1977) constructed a revised BSRI, including 10
 
negatively-valued sex-role stereotyped adjectives on the
 
BSRI with the original items. This revised BSRI was
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administered to 200 male and female college students.
 
Kelly et al. reported that undifferentiated males
 
endorsed the most and androgynous males, the fewest
 
negative feminine and masculine attributes.
 
Undifferentiated males were also seen to endorse more
 
negative masculine and feminine attributes, respectively,
 
than their feminine-typed and masculine-typed
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counterparts.
 
In response to criticism of her original tripartite
 
conceptualization, Bern (1976) conducted new research and
 
reanalyzed her previous data using Spence et al.'s (1975)
 
median-split scoring procedure. The new data evidenced a
 
significant difference between high-high and low-low
 
subjects on self-esteem as well as on some other
 
psychological dimensions. Bern (1976) agreed that a
 
distinction between high-high and low-low scorers does
 
seem warranted and concurs with Spence et al. that the
 
term androgynous ought to be reserved for those who score
 
high in both masculinity and femininity.
 
Berzins, Welling and Wetter (1978) have compared the
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Among females, feminine-typed individuals were less
 
likely to use undesirable masculine adjectives than all
 
other sex-role groups but there were no significant
 
category differences for females on the undesirable
 
feminine characteristics. Kelly et al. examined the
 
possibility that androgyny may be qualitatively different
 
for males and females due to the different social
 
consequences of androgyny for each gender.
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Personality Research Form (PRF) ANDRO subscale witii the
 
BSRI and have found the two measures substanltially
 
related. They noted that the quadripartite paradigm of
 
sex-role types offers a comprehensive view to the
 
relationship between sex roles and other personality
 
dimensions. They stated that although masculine-typed
 
and feminine-typed persons indeed emerge as opposites on
 
some scales (e.g., • the PRF Dependence and Defensiveness
 
subscales) they are relatively indistinguishable on
 
others. It is on some of these other dimensions (e.g.,
 
the PRF Social Poise and Intellectuality subscales) that
 
androgynous and undifferentiated persons emerge as polar
 
opposites. In regard to the present study, self-esteem
 
has been seen to consistently correlate with the
 
Masculinity subscales of the available measures of
 
androgyny (Bern, 1976; Berzins, Welling, & Wetter, 1977;
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Stericker & Johnson, 1977) at least, that is, for males*
 
The BSRI, then, has been shown to contain two highly
 
independent subscales of Masculinity and Femininity (Bern,
 
1974-)) each of which have been correlated to specific
 
task performances requiring behaviors characteristically
 
considered sex-typed (Bern, 1975; Bern & Lenney, 1976).
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Bem (1976) has reported that for females the
 
relationship is more complex, as self-esteem correlates
 
not only to masculinity, but to femininity as v/ell.
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Furthermore, relatively high Gorrelatioas have been
 
obtained between the BSRI and three other measures of
 
sex-^role identity based on the concept that the two
 
dimensions of masculinity and femininity are independent
 
and orthogonal. Comparing the BSRI, the Masculinity and
 
Femininity subscales of the Personality Attributes
 
Questionnaire (PAQ) and the Adjective Check List (ACL),
 
and the Personality Research Form ANDRO subscale, Kelly,
 
Furman and Young (1978) discovered that between any two
 
of the scales, 61% of their subjects were discrepantly
 
classified. Across all four scales, only 30% of their
 
subjects were categorized the same.
 
However, despite considerably low correlations
 
betxireen the scales insofar as categorizing subjects as
 
sex-typed, androgynous and undifferentiated, rav; score
 
correlations were relatively substantial. The
 
masculinity subscales correlated more strongly with each
 
otner than did the femininity subscales. Pearson
 
product-moment correlations between each subscale of
 
masculinity and the other three ranged as follows. The
 
correlations between the BSRI and the other three
 
measures ranged from .70 to .85; for the PAQ, from .66
 
to .85; for the ACL, from .61 to .75; and for the ANDRO,
 
from .61 to .70. The BSRI is seen to correlate most
 
highly with the other three scales and is used in the
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present study.
 
Based on a factor analysis of the BSRI, Berzins
 
(1977) described the high scorer on the Masculinity
 
subscale as: acts as a leader, has leadership abilities,
 
dominant, willing to take a stand, willing to take risks,
 
independent, forceful, competitive, strong personality,
 
and individualistic. The high scorer on the Femininity
 
subscale was described as sympathetic, loves children,,
 
eager to soothe hurt feelings, sensitive to the needs of
 
others, tender, compassionate, affectionate, gentle, warm
 
and understanding.
 
ThetSe sex-role traits would appear to coincide with
 
the factors which Bryson (1977) described as the impetus
 
behind the typical male and typical female responses to
 
jealousy, responses which have been considered gender
 
related. But, responses to jealousy insofar as they do
 
or do not attempt to maintain self-esteem or the
 
relationship, may be sex-role dependent rather than
 
gender dependent. Masculine-typed individuals—
 
assertive, instrumental and independent—-may well be
 
expected to respond to their jealous feelings with
 
attempts to maintain self-esteem, sacrificing the
 
relationship if necessary. Feminine-typed individuals—
 
yielding, expressive and self-subordinating—would in
 
turn be expected to respond to their jealous feelings
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with attempts to maintain the relationship, even at the
 
expense of their own self-esteem if necessary.
 
Conceivably, androgynous individuals would respond with
 
behaviors that attempt to maintain both self-esteem and
 
the relationship while undifferentiated types might react
 
with behaviors that attempt to maintain neither.
 
Sex Roles and Gay Males
 
In a comprehensive analysis of the literature on
 
male homophobia, Morin (1977) observed that gay men are
 
not believed to fit the criteria for masculinity and that
 
homosexuality is commonly seen as a violation of sex-role
 
stereotypes in American society. In Karr's (1975) study
 
of attitudes about gay men, the typical gay man was seen
 
to differ in consistently negative ways from the typical
 
heterosexual male. In Karr's (1978) study of the effects
 
of homosexual labeling, specifically the gay male was
 
seen to be "less masculine" and less desirable as a
 
participant in a group task than was the person who so
 
labelled him.
 
Despite several comparative investigations into the
 
sex-role identities of gay and heterosexual men,
 
definitive statements are difficult to make as results
 
have been inconsistent. Chang and Block (I960) offered
 
circumstantial evidence in their study in that gay male
 
subjects reported being more similar to their mothers and
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less similar to their fathers than did a control group.
 
The apparent cross-sex parent identification was assumed
 
to result in more feminine sex-role identification on the
 
part of those subjects. Stephen (1973) utilized an
 
analyis of retrospective histories of homosexual and
 
heterosexual males and reported similar results in that
 
homosexual males were more likely to have chosen the
 
female parent as the primary identification model.
 
Evans (1971) used an adjective check list to
 
demonstrate that homosexual males were more feminine than
 
heterosexual males. Thompson, Schi^artz, McGandless and
 
Edwards (1977) used this same check list and two other
 
scales in investigating sex-role outcomes in homosexual
 
males but the data from these three measures were
 
(■
inconsistent. The check list replicated Evan's data. 
However, a semantic differential measure showed only that 
homosexual and heterosexual males and females considered 
themselves closer ! to the sex-role identity of their 
respective genders than to one characterized by the 
opposite gender (i.e., the males responded like males and 
the females like females, regardless of their sexual 
orientation). The third measure, a projective approach, 
failed to reveal any significant relationships. 
Bender, Davis, Glover and Stapp (1976) reported that 
homosexual males scored higher (along with heterosexual 
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females) than heterosexual males and homosexual females
 
on the Femininity subscales of the BSRI and the
 
Personality Attributes Questionnaire, The authors, who
 
were investigating the relatibnship between self-

disclosure and psychological femininity, did not type
 
their subjects according to the quadripartite sex-role
 
paradigm, 
Heilbrun and Thompson (1977) used the Adjective 
Check List but failed to show any significant 
relationship between sex-role identity and sexual 
preference for males. The minimal variation that did
 
occur was in the direction of slightly lower masculinity
 
and slightly higher femininity for homosexual males than
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for heterosexual males. Riddle (1978) interpreted this
 
finding as indicating that gay men, as a group, are "more
 
androgynous" than heterosexual men because in averaging
 
group scores, the masculinity and femininity scores of
 
gay men were closer together than those of heterosexual
 
men. Such an assumption is tenuous. There was no
 
significant difference between the groups for the
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Females demonstrated a significantly different
 
pattern of outcomes across the four possible sex-role
 
types. Homosexual females exhibit a very high incidence
 
of masculine-typed individuals and a low incidence of
 
both feminine and undifferentiated types. Only 20% of
 
the homosexual females did not have a masculine component
 
to their personality—that is, they were not typed as
 
masculine or androgynous.
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percentage of group members who were classified as
 
androgynous. The fact that in the gay male group there
 
were slightly more feminine-typed subjects and slightly
 
fewer masculine-typed subjects (neither perce,ntage
 
reaching statistical significance) should not be
 
Construed to indicate that gay men as a group are more
 
androgynous. Such a statement may be misleading as
 
androgyny is best viewed as a characteristic based on an
 
individual's sex-role scores.
 
Berzins, Welling and Wetter (1977) emphasized the
 
pervasiveness of sex-role differences between males and
 
females. They note that significant sex-role differences
 
have been observed between the male and female members of
 
almost every group studied so far on both the Masculinity
 
and Femininity subscales of the PRF ANDRO Scale. The
 
only group for which Berzins et al. found no significant
 
differences were gay men and lesbians with both sexes
 
being quite high in masculinity and moderate in
 
femininity.
 
Heterosexual Bias
 
Much of the literature available on homosexuality
 
suffers from heterosexual bias (Morin, 1977). The
 
literature on sex-role identity and homosexual males and
 
females is no exception. This bias stands apart from the
 
more obvious weaknesses in research design such as a
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bipolar analysis of masculinity and femininity (Ghang &
 
Block, I96O; Evans, 1971; Stephan, 1973; Thompson at al.,
 
1977), the use of self-reports of childhood history
 
(Stephan, 1973), and the extrapolation of self-reported
 
similarity to one parent or another as evidence of sex-

role identity (Chang & Block, I96O; Stephan, 1973;
 
Thompson et al., 1977).
 
The Thompson et al. study refers to "inappropriate"
 
sex-role identity and the need to foster "appropriate"
 
sex-role identity—an evaluative judgement regarding sex-

role identity. Further, the distance described by
 
homosexual subjects between their parents and themselves
 
is assumed by Thompson et al. to be a ^^causal factor in
 
regard to the "etiology" of homosexuality. The authors
 
do not indicate that the distance experienced by their
 
homosexual subjects may be the result of parental
 
withdrawal from a so-called "pre-homosexual" child. Such
 
an occurrence could be an unconscious defense mechanism
 
on the part of the parents against their own anxiety
 
about homosexuality and guilt about having a homosexual
 
child.
 
Alternately, withdrawal may be a functional process
 
for a child whose sexual preference is homosexual. Given
 
the prevasive homophobia of contemporary society
 
(Weinberg, 1972), children who develop a variant sex-role
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identity or sexual preference may distance themselves
 
unconsciously from those homophobic parental forces
 
seeking to suppress that part of their child's identity.
 
In fact, this process may be a healthy alternative to
 
introjecting and converting parental disapproval to self-

disapproval.
 
Thompson et al. (1977) assumed that the reported
 
distance from parents indicates distancing from people in
 
general on the part of homosexual subjects. This does
 
not necessarily follow. Bender et al. (1976) found no
 
difference in overall self-disclosure between homosexual
 
and heterosexual subjects but found that homosexual
 
subjects related significantly more to friends and less
 
tp parents than did heterosexual subjects. Considering a
 
possible withdrawing effect on the part of the parents of
 
a so-called "pre-homosexual" child, or on the part of the
 
child out of self-preservation, it is conceivable that
 
the child turns to other sources (e.g., friends) to self-

disclose and develop intimate relationships. This view
 
is in contrast to what Thompson et al. have interpreted
 
as the "alienation" and "lone-xirolfishness" of both
 
homosexual males and females on their self-reports of
 
distance from parents.
 
Given the influence of heterosexual bias on the
 
preceding studies, the question arises as to what can be
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said about the sex-role identity of gay men. As we have
 
seen, gay males liave been observed to be no different
 
than, more feminine than, less masculine than, and both
 
more feminine and less masculine (i.e., more androgynous)
 
than heterosexual males depending on the study. Two of
 
these results—that of a higher incidence of androgynous
 
types and that of a higher incidence of feminine types—
 
would indicate that gay men have a more substantial
 
feminine component to their personality than do
 
heterosexual men. The proposed lower incidence of
 
masculine types would not necessarily indicate a higher
 
incidence of feminine or androgynous types as a higher
 
incidence of undifferentiated types would account for
 
that result without any significant increase in group or
 
individual femininity scores. However, none of the
 
studies examined described a significantly high incidence
 
of undifferentiated types among homosexual males.
 
In the present study, higher femininity scores were
 
anticipated in the homosexual sample. Masculinity scores
 
were expected to remain stable across both samples.
 
Consequently, the' higher femininity scores (approaching
 
the level of masculinity scores) were expected to result
 
in a higher incidence of androgynous individuals in the
 
gay sample. '
 
 50 
Hypotheses
 
Gay males face considerable obstacles in their
 
attempts to establish and maintain enduring couple
 
relationships. The overt oppression of contemporary
 
society, the internalization of negative homosexual
 
stereotypes and the maladaptiveness of the male sex role
 
all v^ork to hinder the development of significant
 
relationships. Jealousy can be a detrimental factor in
 
heterosexual relationships, but for gay males the
 
potential for difficulties due to jealousy is confounded
 
by the ready availability of sexual partners in the gay
 
males culture, the generally non-monogamous nature of gay
 
male couples, and the maladaptive typical male response
 
to jealousy insofar as maintaining a relationship is
 
concerned.
 
Response Patterns Hypothesis
 
Thus it v/as hypothesized that gay males and
 
heterosexual males in long-term couple relationships
 
would report significantly different patterns of
 
responses to jealousy on Bryson's jealousy scale. The
 
specific hypothesized difference was as follov^s;
 
H Gay males should demonstrate lower mean strength
 
of self-esteem maintaining responses than should
 
heterosexual males.
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Sex-^Role/Response Type Hypothesis
 
As it has seemed more likely that the jealousy
 
response types that Bryson has linked with gender are
 
more closely related to sex-role identity, the following
 
hypothesis was tested.
 
H2 Scores on the relationship maintaining and
 
self-esteem maintaining suhscales of the jealousy scale
 
Should significantly correlate with the femininity and
 
masculinity suhscales of the BSRI, respectively.
 
Sex-Role Identity Hypothesis
 
Finally, it was proposed that gay males have a
 
stronger feminine component to their personalities.
 
H3 Gay males should score higher than heterosexual
 
males on the femininity suhscale of the BSRI.
 
METHOD
 
Subjects
 
Eighty participants were recruited through a pyramid
 
friendship network. Sampling bias was minimized by
 
having subjects identify other potential subjects from
 
their circle of friends, expanding the range of
 
participants beyond those known to the researcher and his
 
circle of friends.
 
All participants were males. Forty were
 
heterosexual males currently involved in long-term couple
 
relationships with women and forty were members of twenty
 
long-term gay male couples-. Long-term couple
 
relationships were defined as those whose members had
 
shared a mutual residence for one year or longer. All
 
participants were recruited from the Fresno, California
 
area.
 
Measures
 
Each subject was given a questionnaire packet (see
 
Appendix A for complete questionnaire) composed of three
 
parts. The first section requested basic demographic
 
information, information regarding the subject's feelings
 
about his relationship and about couple relationships in
 
general, and questions regarding the specific functioning
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of his couple relationship.
 
The second section was composed of Bryson's (1977)
 
responses to jealousy questionnaire. Bryson (1979)
 
advised researchers using the questionnaire to specify
 
the situation in which the jealousy response is to be
 
imagined. He suggests that with married couples, the
 
best approach might be "Imagine that your partner had a
 
single, sexual experience or a prolonged sexual affair
 
with a third person." The present study assumed these 
two types of sexual encounters to be considered 
differently by some individuals and presented the 
questionnaire twice—'Once for each type of situation.
 
Hirst, the subject was to "Imagine that you have
 
discovered that your partner has had a single, sexual
 
experience with another person..." and second, the
 
subject was to "Imagine that you have discovered that
 
your partner is having a sexual affair with another
 
person...." (The breakdown of Bryson's questionnaire by
 
subscale is presented in Appendix B.)
 
The third section was comprised of Bem|s (1974-) Sex-

Role Inventory.
 
Procedure
 
Subjects were initially contacted by phone, either
 
by the interviewer or the intermediary contact person,
 
and asked to participate in the study. Subjects were
 
54 
told that the study was of couple relationships, that a
 
questionnaire was utilized and that all responses were
 
confidential. Additionally, the parameters of the study
 
were defined, that is, that the couple had to have
 
considered themselves a "couple" and that they had
 
resided at a mutual residence for at least the past year.
 
Subjects unwilling to participate were thanked for their
 
time. Appointments were arranged for subjects willing to
 
participate, either at their homes or at a mutually,
 
convenient location which afforded the privacy necessary
 
to answer the questionnaire.
 
At the time of the interviews, all subjects were
 
individually given sufficient information to obtain
 
informed consent for their participation (see Appendix B
 
for discussion of informed consent and debriefing). This
 
included general directions to the questionnaire and
 
information regarding the possible consequences of
 
participation in the study, i.e., that'answering the
 
questionnaire could have an impact upon their
 
relationship. Members of couples were interviewed
 
separately. No subjects declined to participate at this
 
point.
 
Following the interview, all subjects were
 
debriefed. An attempt was made by the interviewer to
 
elicit any elaborations that the subject may have felt
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were necessary to express his particular viewpoint, and
 
to uncover any concerns the subyect may have had
 
regarding any particularly disturbing questions.
 
Although a list of potential mental health referral
 
sources was maintained in the event a respondent
 
experienced enough stress as a result of the survey to
 
warrant referral, no subject expressed such a need either
 
spontaneously or in response to questioning by the
 
interviewer.
 
Seventy-two of the interviews (90%) were conducted
 
by the author. The remaining eight (10%) were conducted
 
by one of two trained volunteers. Both volunteers were
 
already in acquisition of mental health skills and were
 
further instructed as to the importance of informed
 
consent and debriefing.
 
Statistical Analysis
 
Demographic comparison of samples♦ Demographic 
information requested in the questionnaire included age, 
occupational status, years of formal education and 
degrees held, racial-ethnic background, subjects' 
childhood and current socioeconomic class, approximate 
yearly income, frequency of religious service attendance 
and religious preference, and length of current 
relationship in years. Ghi-square values were 
calculated, comparing the gay and heterosexual samples on 
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all of the above vrith the exception of age, years of
 
formal education, and length of relationship, for which
 
t-tests were performed.
 
Testing of hypotheses. To test the Response
 
Patterns Hypothesis (H^) that gay males would demonstrate
 
lower mean strength of self-esteem maintaining responses
 
than would heterosexual males, t-ratios were calculated
 
for this measure for both imagined conditions—single
 
sexual experience and on-going affair. ^-ratios were
 
also calculated for the other Jealousy subscales across
 
both conditions.
 
To test the Sex Role/Response Type Hypothesis (H2)
 
that the relationship and self-esteem maintaining
 
subscales of the Jealousy scale would correlate
 
significantly with the femininity and masculinity
 
subscales of the BSRI, respectively, scores for both
 
samples on the response type subscales across both
 
imagined conditions were pooled. This pooling afforded
 
investigation of total sample parameters for response
 
types. An assumption was made that if the hypothesis
 
(correlation of specific response types and BSRI types)
 
holds true, it would be demonstrated across both
 
conditions. This assumption has as its basis, the
 
strength and pervasiveness of sex role behavior (Bern,
 
1975; Bern & Lenney, 1976). Pearson's R's were calculated
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to assess correlation of the measures.
 
To test the Sex-Role Identity Hypothesis (H3) that 
gay males would score higher than heterosexual males on 
the femininity subs.cale of the BSRI, scores for both 
samples were compared by t-ratlo. A _t-ratlo was also
 
calculated to compare masculinity scores for the samples.
 
Analysis of relationship and .j ealousy questions. A
 
series of questions related to jealousy and the
 
respondents' relationships xirere included in the
 
questionnaire. Ghi-square values were calculated to
 
compare the samples on each question.
 
Responses to question number 20 (see Appendix A)
 
regarding a couple's mutual understanding (whether
 
explicit or implicit) as to the acceptability of outside
 
sexual encounters were coHa-Psed to investigate the
 
proportion of couples in each sample who allow for such
 
encounters (see Figure 2). Those respondents who
 
reported rejection of outside sexual encounters (by
 
marking & or b on question 20) were compared with
 
respondents who reported acceptance of some degree of
 
such encounters (by marking _c, d, or e. on question 20).
 
Ghi-square values for this collapsed analysis were also
 
calculated.
 
Post hoc analyses» To compare proportions of sex-

role identity typing (masculine, feminine, androgynous
 
58 
Figure 2
 
Pooling of Responses to Question 20 to Assess
 
Couples'' Acceptance of Outside Sexual Encounters
 
Question Responses Outside Sexual
 
Encounters
 
20. Which of the following
 
statements best applies
 
for you and your
 
partner? ^
 
a) 	We have an unspoken agree- Not accepted
 
ment not to have outside
 
sexual encounters.
 
b) 	We have discussed this issue Not accepted
 
and have agreed not to have
 
outside sexual encounters.
 
c) 	We have discussed this issue Accepted
 
and have agreed that we will
 
or can have very limited
 
outside sexual encounters.
 
d) 	We have discussed this issue Accepted
 
and have decided not to put
 
limits (or. at any rats very
 
few limits) on each other's
 
outside sexual encounters.
 
e) 	We have not discussed this Accepted
 
issue and have always under
 
stood that we will or can
 
have outside sexual encounters.
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and undifferentlated) in the two samples, respondents
 
were classified by a median split analysis. Without the
 
benefit of a co-sexual population, calculation of a
 
sample median was deemed inadequate to appropriately
 
classify the all male sample. Consequently, Bern's
 
original college sample medians of for both scales
 
was used as per her recommendation (Bern, 1980).
 
Also, suspected correlations between either reduced
 
self-esteem maintaining or increased relationship
 
maintaining responses and the respondents' age and/or
 
length of relationship were investigated, Pearson
 
correlation coefficients were calculated for Jealous
 
response types across both conditions (imagined single
 
sexual experience and imagined on-going affair) with age
 
and length of relationship for the pooled samples.
 
Finally, correlation coefficients were calculated for the
 
above variables for the gay and heterosexual samples
 
separately, to investigate a possible differential effect
 
between the samples.
 
RESULTS
 
Demographic Comparison of Samples
 
The gay males and heterosexual males in the present
 
study were considered to be substantially equivalent
 
demographically. The samples were found to differ
 
significantly on only one item-^-current socioeconomic
 
status. The gay sample considered themselves to be
 
somewhat more affluent than the heterosexual sample
 
(E = .03).
 
This difference cannot be attributed to the
 
respondents' individual yearly incomes or to the
 
socioeconomic status of their families or origin as these
 
variables were not found to differentiate the groups.
 
This singular difference may reflect an increased
 
likelihood that both members of a gay male couple will be
 
employed, raising their combined income and their
 
standard of living, and, consequently, their
 
socioeconomic status.
 
Table 1 displays chi-square values and Table 2 t-

ratios for demographic questions.
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Table 1
 
Demographic Comparison of Gay and Heterosexual Samples
 
Frequency Tables
 
Number Responding
 
Gay Heterosexual
 
Males Males
 
Occupational Status^
 
Student 2 5 
Unemployed 1 0 
Self-employed 9 5 
Employed, blue collar 3 5 
Employed, ■white collar 10 13 
Professional 13 12 
Retired 1 0 
Educational Degrees'^ 
None 1 3 
High school diploma 11 9 
Associate's degree 7 8 
Bachelor's degree 16 14 
Master's degree 3 3 
Doctoral degree 2 3 
Gorrected (651=79) = 5.348, p. = .500
 
Corrected x^(5,N=80) = I.6OO, p = .901
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Table 1 (continued)
 
Number Responding
 
Gay Heterosexual
 
Males Males
 
Racial/ethnic Background^
 
Black, Afro-American 1 3
 
Mexican-American, Chicano 4 4
 
or Latino
 
Asian-American 0 0
 
American Indian, Native 0 0
 
American
 
Caucasian, European- 32 29
 
American
 
Other 3 4
 
Socio-economic Class of Origin^
 
Upper class 4 0
 
Upper-middle 10 9
 
Middle class 17 20
 
Lower-middle 6 8
 
Lower class 3 3
 
° 9
Corrected x'^(3,N=80) = 1.290, = .731
 
^ 9
Corrected x ■ (4.,N=80) = 4-•582, p. = .333 
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Table 1 (continued)
 
Number Responding
 
Gay Heterosexual
 
Males Males
 
Current Socio-economic Class®
 
Upper class 0 0
 
Upper-middle 12 6
 
Middle class 25 21
 
Lower-middle 3 11
 
Lower class 0 2
 
f
 
Yearly Income'
 
Under $4,900 3' ■ ". 3 
$5,000 to $9,999 7 7 
$10,000 to $14,999 11 11 
$15,000 to $29,999 14 16 
$30,000 to $49,999 3 1 
$50,000 or more 1 2 
Gorreeted x (3,N=80) = 8.919, £ = .030
 
f „ /
 
Corrected x2(5,N-79) = 1.454, £ = .918
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Table 1 (continued)
 
Number Responding
 
Gay Heterosexual
 
Males Males
 
Frequency of Religious Service AttendanceS
 
Never 23 20
 
Less than 3 times a year 9 12
 
Once a month or less 6 4 ,
 
More than once a month 1 0
 
Almost every week 1 2
 
More than twice a week 0 2
 
Religion^
 
0
Eastern Orthodox 1
 
Roman Catholic 11 5
 
Protestant 8 15
 
Jewish 2 1
 
Buddhist 1 0
 
Other 9 10
 
None 9
 8
 
S o/ \
 
Corrected x2(5,N=80) = 4-«372, £_ = .4-97
 
h
 
Corrected x2(7,N=8Q) = 8.016, = .331
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Table 2
 
Demographic Comparison of Gay and Heterosexual Samples
 
T-Ratios
 
M ^ t
 £
 
Age
 
Heterosexual Males . 30.9 4.929
 
78 .09 
.926
 
Gay Males
 31.0 6.837
 
Years of Formal Education
 
Heterosexual Males 16.4 2.339
 
77 -.74 .460
 
Gay Males 16.0 2.752
 
Length of Relationship in Years
 
Heterosexual Males 6.1 4.634
 
78 -1.44
 
.155

Gay Males 4.8 3.169
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Hypotheses
 
Response Patterns Hypothesis
 
The hypothesis that the two samples, gay men and
 
heterosexual men, would demonstrate different patterns of
 
responses to jealousy (Hi) was supported although the
 
difference appeared to be situational in nature. Gay men
 
and heterosexual men showed similar mean strengths of
 
responses for each type of response to jealousy in both
 
situations with one exception—gay males indicated a
 
significantly lower mean strength (£ = .006) of self-

esteem maintaining responses for an imagined single
 
sexual experience.
 
Table 3 displays t-test results for all four types
 
of responses across both types of imagined situations.
 
Sex Role/Responses Type Hypothesis
 
The hypothesis which suggested a positive
 
correlation between specific types of responses to
 
jealousy and particular sex role identity scores (H2) was
 
not supported. A significant correlation was not found
 
to exist between femininity scores and relationship 
maintaining responses. A significant correlation was 
obseryed between masculinity scores and self-esteem 
(
 
maintaining responses (_p = .04-2) but this correlation was
 
in the negative direction such that the stronger a
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Table 3 
Comparing Intensity of Types of Jealous Responses 
of Gay and Heterosexual Males Under Two Conditions 
Condition Sample n 
a 
M M df t 
Self-Esteem Maintaining Responses 
Imagined Sir^le Sexual Experience 
Gay males 
Heterosexual males 
4.0 
40oo 
-1.218 
-.820 
.664 
.580 
78 ■-2.80^ 
Imagined On-going Affair
 
Gay males -.820 .878 
78 ■- .84 
Heterosexual males -.675 .643 
Relationship Ifeintaining Responses
 
Imagined Single Sexual Experience
 
Gay males 39 -.426 .760
 
77 •
- .41
 
Heterosexual males 40 -.355 .757
 
Imagined On-going Affair
 
Gay males	 39 -.349 .920
 
77 .16
 
Heterosexual males 40 -.348 .780
 
a
 
M codir^: 	+2 = Extremely likely to respond in this manner,
 
+1 = Likely to respond in this manner,
 
0 = Might or might not respond in this manner,
 
-1 = Unlikely to respond in this manner,
 
-2 ,= Extremely unlikely to respond in this manner.
 
* = .006
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Table 3 (continued)
 
Condition Sample n 
a 
M ® K 1 
"Both" l-feintaining Responses 
Imagined Single Sexual Experience 
Gay males 
Heterosexual males 
40 
40 
-.070 
.005 
.517 
.399 
Imagined On-going Affair
 OO

Gay males 39 -.210 .547
 
77 -.00
 
Heterosexual males 40 -.210 .551
 
"Neither" Maintaining Responses
 
Imagined Single Sexual Experience
 
Gay males 40 -.630 1.027
 
0000
78 -1.61
 
Heterosexual males 40 -.300 .787
 1
 
Imagined Oh-going Affair
 
Gay males -.270 1.030
 
Heterosexual males -.215 .741
 
a 
M coding; +2 = Extremely likely to respond in this manner, 
+1 = Lilcely to respond in this manner, 
0 = Might or might not respond in this manner, 
-1 - Unlikely to respond in this manner, 
-2 = Extremely imlikely to respond in this manner. 
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respondent's masculine identification, the less likely
 
that he would report responding to jealousy in a self-

esteem maintaining manner. This was the opposite
 
direction than that which had been hypothesized.
 
The correlation matrix is displayed in Table 4-*
 
Sex-Role Identity Hypothesis
 
The hypothesis that gay men would score higher on
 
the femininity subscale of the BSRI (H 3) was not
 
supported. The samples were compared in regard to both
 
fflasculinity scores and femininity scores and neither of
 
these comparisons reached statistical significance.
 
The means and results of the t-test calculations are
 
reported in Table 5.
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Table k
 
Correlations Between Types of Responses to Jealousy
 
and BSRI Sex-Role Identity Scores
 
Sex-Role
 
Identity
 
Masculine
 
r
 
I
 
E
 
Feminine
 
£.
 
I
 
E
 
Self-Esteem
 
Maintaining
 
Responses
 
-.1979
 
(77)
 
.042
 
-.1794
 
(76)
 
.061
 
Relationship
 
Maintaining
 
Responses
 
■.1077 
(76) 
.177 
■.1262 
(75) 
.140 
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Table 5 
Comparison of BSRI Sex-Role Scores 
of Gay and Heterosexual Males 
Sample n M t 
Femininity 
Gay Males 
Heterosexual Males 
37 
39 
/i.916 
4.745 
.585 
.496 
74 1.38 
Masculinity 
Gay Males 
Heterosexual Males 
38 
39 
5.146 
5.146 
.615 
.620 
75 -.00 
Note; Scores range 1-7. 
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jealousy and Relatlonshlio Questions
 
Respondents were asked questions regarding their
 
experiences with jealousy such aSj "Have you even been
 
jealous in this or any other relationship?", "Do you
 
consider jealousy to be a probleni for you?", "What
 
emotion do you associate most strongly with jealousy?",
 
and "Have you ever tried to intentionally make someone
 
jealous?" Other questions requested information on the
 
legal status of the relationship and the relative degree
 
of involvement of the partners. Finally, questions were
 
posed as to whether the couple had discussed the,
 
possibility of outside sexual encounters, whether such
 
encounters were or are presently a source of conflict,
 
what type of arrangement the couple had developed and the
 
partners' relative comfort with that arrangment.
 
Results are reported in Table 6. For the above
 
questions, significant results (a= .05) are reported as
 
follows* The gay respondents were more likely to
 
describe their relationship as "married in all but a
 
legal sense" (77.5%) and the heterosexual respondents to
 
describe their relationship as "married" (92.3%)• The
 
gay respondents were also more likely to consider
 
jealousy to be a problem for them (p, — .019), to have
 
discussed with their partners whether either or both of
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Table 6
 
Frequencies of Gay and Heterosexual Males' Responses
 
to Jealousy and Relationship Items
 
Gay Heterosexual
 
Responses Ifeles Males
 
Concerning the legal nature of yoxu*
 
relationship, are you and your partner...^
 
Legally married. 1 36
 
Married in all but a legal sense. 31 1
 
Not married.
 8 2
 
In regard to your and your partner's 
involvement, ■which of the follo'wing apply? 
Iam much more involved than my partner. 1 1 
Iam more involved than my partner. 0 2 
We 	are equally involved. 32 33 
partner is more involved than I. 5 A 
partner is much more involved than I. 1 0 
x2(2,N==79) = 6^.831, R < .0001 
b 
x^(4,1^9) = 3.1U, R = .539 
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Table 6 (continued) 
Responses 
Gay 
Males 
Heterosexual 
Males 
Have you ever been jealous 
in this or any other relationship?'^ 
No. 
les. 
5 
35 36 
Do you consider jealousy 
to be a problem for you? 
Definitely. 
Somewhat. 
3 
11 
0 
Slightly. 
No. 
10 
16 
11 
26 
What emotion do you associate 
most stror^ly with jealousy?® 
Anger. 
Sadness. 
Fear 
il 
8 
16 
17 
5 
16 
e 
x2(1,N=80) = 0,£= 1.000 
(3,1=80) = 10.000,£= .019 
x2(2,M=73) = 1.858,£= .395 
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Table 6 (continued)
 
Gay
 
Responses . Males
 
Have you ever tried to
 
Intentionally make someone jealous?
 
No. 23
 
les.
 17
 
Have you and your partner
 
discussed whether either or both
 
of you will have outside sexual encounters?®
 
2
No.
 
les.
 38
 
f,
 
x2(1,N=80) = .052,£= .820
 
^x2(1,I=60) = 3.794,£= .051
 
Heterosexual
 
Males
 
25
 
15
 
9
 
31
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Table 6 (continued)
 
Gay Heterosexual
 
Responses Males Males
 
Which of Idle following statements
 
best applies for you and your partnesr?^
 
We have an unspoken agreement not to have
 
outside sexual encomters. 	 6 11
 
We have discusssed this issue and have
 
agreed not to have outside sexual
 
16 21
encounters.
 
We have discussed this issue and have
 
agreed that we will or can have very
 
limited outside sexual encounters. 13 4­
We have discussed this issue and have
 
decided not to put limits (or, at any
 
rate very fevr limits) on each other's
 
outside sexual encounters. 4- 4­
We have not discussed this issue and
 
have always understood that we will or
 
can have outside sexual encounters. 1 0
 
Has this issue of outside sexual
 
encounters ever 	been a source of .
 
conflict for you and your partner?^
 
No. 	 14- 27
 
Yes. 	 X 26 13
 
^ ^ ^
 
x^U,g=aO) = 7.911,£= .095
 
x2(1,1=80) = 7.204,£= *007
 
i 
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Table 6 (conttaued)
 
Gay Heterosexual
 
Responses Nfeiles J^es
 
Is this issue of outside sexual
 
encounters a source of conflict
 
for you and your partner at this time?1
 
38
No. 35
 
2
les. 5
 
How comfortable are you and your partner with
 
your current agreement regarding whether
 
or not to have outside sexual encounters?^
 
I am much more comfortable with our
 
agreement. 2 3
 
2 3
I am somewhat more comfortable.
 
We are both comfortable with our 23 24
 
agreement.
 
Neither of us is very comfortable with
 
the agreement. 1 2
 
I>(^y partner is somewhat more comfortable
 
6
than I. 5
 
partner is a lot more comfortable
 
6 1
than I am.
 
■x2{2,I=80) = 2.508, £ = .285 
x2(5,N=^8) =^.417, £= .491 
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them would have outside sexual encounters (a= .051), and
 
to report that the issue of outside sexual encounters had
 
been a source of conflict for theni and their partners at
 
some time = .007). A trend was observed in regard to
 
whether respondents had discussed and decided to allow
 
for outside sexual encounters (_p = .095) and when cells
 
were collapsed for those subjects reporting that such
 
encounters were or-were not allowed, whether such an
 
agreement was explicit or implicit, the results reached
 
statistical significance (p. = .025), as shown in Table 7.
 
Responses for which no significant differences were
 
found between the gay and heterosexual samples included
 
whether the subjects had ever been jealous (approximately
 
89% of each sample reported that they had), the emotion
 
most strongly associated with jealousy and whether the
 
respondent had ever tried to intentionally make someone
 
jealous (approximately 60% of each sample said they had 
not). 
In regard to the respondents' relationships, no 
significant differences were found between the samples
 
for the partners' reported relative degree of involvement
 
as approximately 82% of each sample reported equal
 
involvement within their relationship. The samples also
 
did not differ significantly in regard to the issue of
 
outside sexual encounters currently being a source of
 
79
 
Table 7
 
Frequencies of Gay Male and Heterosexual Couples'
 
Acceptance iof Partners' Outside Sexual Encounters
 
a 
Sample Outside Sexual Outside Sexual 
Encounters Accepted Encounters Not Accepted 
Gay Males 18	 22
 
Heterosexual Males 8	 32
 
x2(1,n=80) = 5.698, £ =	 .025
 
Note; Question 20, 	Appendix B collapsed as follov7s;
 
Responses a and b = 	outside sexual encounters
 
accepted in relationship
 
Responses _c, d, and e -	outside sexual encounters
 
not accepted in relationship
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conflict. Eighty-seven per cent of the gay sample and
 
95% of the heterosexual sample said that it was not. No
 
significant differences were observed in the partners'
 
relative degree of comfort with their agreement, except
 
that a greater proportion of gay men reported their
 
partner's to be "a lot more comfortable" than they were.
 
Approximately 60% of each sample reported that both
 
partners were comfortable in their agreement.
 
The cross tabulations of responses to relationship
 
and jealousy questions are reported in Table 6 with the
 
respective chi-square values. Table 7 represents a 
collapse of responses to the question (Appendix B, 
Question 20) regarding the couples' acceptance or 
rejection of outside sexual experiences. 
1
 
The chi-square value for this table did not reach
 
statistical significance. However, the author concedes
 
that a more appropriate measure of this question would
 
have used a Likert scale ranging from "I am a lot more
 
comfortable" to "my partner is a lot more comfortable"
 
with the relationship. T-ratios, then, might have
 
demonstrated any statistical significance lost in the
 
nominal categorization of the question.
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Post Hoc Analyses
 
Comparison of Sex-role Identity Types
 
The samples did not differ significantly in
 
proportions of sex—role identity types. Members of both 
groups were much more likely to be androgynous or 
masculine sex-typed than feminine sex-typed or 
undifferentiated. 
These results are illustrated in Table 8.
 
Response Types. Age and Length of Relationship
 
For the pooled samples, relationship maintaining
 
responses correlated positively with length of
 
relationship for both the imagined single sexual
 
experience (r = .04.8) and on-going affair (r = .003)
 
conditions. Relationship maintaining responses also
 
correlated positively (r = .010) with age of respondent
 
in response to an imagined on-going affair. Self-esteem
 
maintaining responses were not found to correlate with
 
eiiher age of respondent or length of relationship.
 
These results are reported in Table 9«
 
Investigating the samples independently, a
 
differential effect was observed as shown in Table 10.
 
For the ga.y male sample, relationship maintaining
 
responses correlated positively with both age of
 
respondent (p_ = .024.) a-ud length of relationship =
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Table 8
 
Sex-Role Identity Typing of Gay and Heterosexual Males
 
a 
Sample Androgynous Masculine Feminine Undiffer­
Sex-Typed Sex-Typed entiated 
Gay Males 13 13 6 8
 
Heterosexual Males 12 16 4 8
 
= .75034, df = 3, £ = .8613
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I	 Table 9
 
Correlations of Types of Responses to Jealousy
 
With Age land Length of Relationship Under Two
 
Conditions: Pooled Samples
 
Condition Response Type Age Length of
 
Relationship
 
Imagined Single Sexual Experience
 
Relationship Maintaining
 
Responses
 
r :	 ,1157 .1886
 
li	 (79) (79)
 
.155 .048
R\
 
Self-Esteem Maintaining
 
Responseis
 
ri •.0719 •,.0236 
W (80) (80) 
.263 .418■si 
Imagined On-HCoing Affair 
I ■ . 
Relationship Maintaining

Responses
 
r .2611 .3032 
I (79) (79) 
.010 .003 
Self-Es|;eem Maintaining 
Responses 
T	 ■.1237 •.0212 
(80) (80)I 
.137 .426 
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Table 10
 
Correlations of Types of Responses to Jealousy With
 
Age and Length of Relationship Under Two Conditions
 
Conditional Response Type Age Length of 
Relationship 
Gay Males 
Imagined Single Sexual Experience 
Relationship Maintaining 
Responses 
r 
I 
B 
.0679 
(39) 
.341 
,0302 
(39) 
.428 
Self-Esteem Maintaining 
Responses 
r 
I 
B 
•.1739 
(40) 
.142 
•.2543 
(40) 
.057 
Imagined On-Going Affair 
Relationship Maintaining 
Responses 
r 
I 
B 
.3185 
(39) 
.024 
.3483 
(39) 
.015 
Self-Esteem Maintaining 
Responses 
r 
I 
p 
•.3006 
(40) 
.030 
•.2169 
(40) 
.089 
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Table 10 (continued)
 
Conditional Response Type Age 

Heterosexual Males
 
Imagined Single Sexual Experience
 
Relationship Maintaining
 
Responses
 
r .185^
 
I (40)
 
Jl26
R
 
Self-Esteem Maintaining
 
Responses
 
r, 1.0890
 
(40)
I
 
1.292
R
 
Imagined On-Going Affair
 
Relationship Maintaining
 
Responses
 
r .1712
 
(40)
I
 
R
 .145
 
Self-Esteem Maintaining
 
Responses
 
r .2127
 
(40)
I
 
R
 .094
 
Length of
 
Relationship
 
.2924
 
(40)
 
.034
 
.0580
 
(40)
 
.361
 
,3001
 
(40)
 
,030
 
,1264
 
(40)
 
,218
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.015) in response to an imagined on-going affair. Also
 
in response to this condition, self-esteem maintaining
 
responses correlated negatively with age of respondent (o
 
= .030). For the heterosexual sampl^le, relationship
 
maintaining responses correlated positiviely with length
 
of relationship for both imagined single sexual
 
experience (p, = .034-) and on-going affair (p ^  •030)
 
conditions, reflecting heterosexual ma es' tendency not
 
to differentiate between a partler's imagined
 
participation in a single sexual experience and an on
 
going affair.
 
DISCUSSION.
 
Conclusions
 
The present study found Ithat in general, gay and
 
heterosexual men had had basically similar experiences
 
with jealousy. They were equally likely to have
 
e
experienced jealousy or tried to make someone els
 
jealous in the past, and they associated similar
 
emotional states to feeling jealous. Gay men were,
 
however, more likely to report that jealousy was
 a
 
problem for them. One gay respondent suggested that the
 
two major obstacles for gay male couples are, "one, fear
 
of discovery by family and friends, and two, jealousy."
 
Furthermore, gay men were more likely to report that
 
conflict over outside sexual encounters had been a
 
problem in their current relationship at some time in the
 
past and that they had discussed with their partners the
 
possibility of such outside sexual encounters. Gay men
 
were also more likely to report that their current
 
arrangement with their partners allowed for such outside
 
sexual encounters. Following the interviews, a number of
 
gay men volunteered comments on the nature of these
 
outside sexual encounters and the parameters acceptable;
 
"We never stay out overnight."
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"¥e have an unspoken agreement, but I don't want
 
the details."
 
"If he came home and said, 'I had sex with someone
 
last night,' I'd say, 'Fine, how was it.' If
 
he said he'd had an affair, I'd ask, 'Why? Do
 
you want me or not?'"
 
"We've had a menage a trois three or four times.
 
All but one was okay....Our agreement is not to
 
have outside sexual encounters but occasionally
 
we indulge or partake in a three-way if the third
 
party is to our liking and we feel no harm would
 
come to our relationship."
 
This last response•illustrates what some couples have
 
interpreted as an alternative to monogamy or allowing
 
outside sexual encounters. Had the question which
 
addressed whether a relationship's allowance for outside
 
sexual encounters been phrased to include sexual
 
encounters within the couple but which involved other
 
parties (e.g., menage trois), it seems likely that the
 
differences between the samples might have been even
 
greater.
 
Finally, gay men were as unlikely to report current
 
conflict over outside sexual encounters as were the
 
heterosexual men. Both gay and heterosexual respondents
 
made comments following the interviews about how this
 
lack of conflict was different either from past
 
relationships or from the history of the current
 
relationship:
 
From the gay respondents;
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"Three years ago, I wouldn't have even
 
answered these questions."
 
"My responses would have been more harsh then
 
than now."
 
"Things are different now. We've both been 
through a lot...messing around on each 
other." 
And from the heterosexual respondents;
 
"If you'd asked me these questions earlier,
 
my answers would be different. The jealousy
 
factor has been eliminated now."
 
"We had an open relationship for about a
 
year. It got boring."
 
"I have a jealousy streak but I've overcome
 
it. I guess I've grown out of my
 
adolescence. I think first and not just act
 
on impulse."
 
Apparently, then the issue of outside sexual
 
encounters does more often than not become an issue for
 
gay male couples and discussion, resulting in some sort
 
of arrangement, facilitates resolution. This arrangement
 
may or may not be to permit outside sexual encounters,
 
but at least more frequently than for heterosexual
 
couples, this arrangement does allow for such activity or
 
for the inclusion of third parties in the sexual
 
relationship of the couple. If the relationship survives
 
the transition from sexually exclusive to "open," tension
 
apparently declines so that conflict over such encounters
 
is as unlikely to be a problem for gay men in their
 
relationships as it is for heterosexual men.
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The patterns of responses to jealousy which
 
differentiate gay men in long term relationship from
 
their heterosexual counterparts may account for gay men's
 
ability to incorporate such non-traditional arrangements
 
into their relationships. Heterosexual men do not appear
 
to differentiate behaviorally between a partner's
 
imagined on-going affair and an imagined single sexual
 
experience. Their pattern of responses to jealousy is
 
identical in both situations and resembles the pattern of
 
responses of gay men in regard to an imagined on-going
 
affair. Gay men differentiate between an on-going affair
 
and a single sexual experience on the part of their
 
mates. This difference occurs in the form of reduced
 
self-esteem maintaining (and thus relationship
 
sacrificing) responses. Gay men are seen to be much less
 
inclined to report reacting in a manner which would
 
threaten the relationship in response to a partner's
 
single sexual experience outside the relationship.
 
As was hypothesized, significantly different 
patterns of responses, then, were observed for gay and 
heterosexual males. However, correlations between sex-
role identity and response types were not observed. It
 
may be that sex-role identity is not a significant factor
 
in determining patterns of responses to jealousy, or the
 
lack of such correlations may reflect the difference
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between social desirability between the items on the Bern
 
Sex-Role Inventory, which are seen as positive 
characteristics, and the items on Bryson's jealousy 
questionnaire. With one exception, mean scores in the 
minus range for both samples under both conditions for
 
all four response types indicated an unlikelihood' to
 
respond in the manner of the responses on Bryson's
 
questionnaire, suggesting negative social desirability.
 
However, the two samples did not differ substantially on
 
the basis of sex-role identity scores.
 
Two factors that did correlate strongly with types
 
of responses to jealousy were length of the relationship
 
(for both samples) and age of the respondents (for the
 
gay sample). Depending upon the situation, these
 
variables correlated significantly with reduced self-

esteem maintaining responses and increased relationship
 
maintaining responses. Age of subject and length of
 
relationship did not account for the previously described
 
response pattern difference for gay men responding to an
 
imagined single sexual experience though. Neither of
 
these variables correlated with i^educed self-esteem
 
maintaining responses by gay men for the imagined single
 
sexual experience condition.
 
In summary, the present study supports the major
 
contentions developed from the review of the literature:
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that more than heterosexual males, gay males experienoe
 
jealousy as likely to be a course of conflict in their
 
relationships, that they are more likely to discuss the
 
possibility of outside sexual encounters and consequently
 
may incorporate such encounters into their relationships
 
through some sort of -arrangement, and finally that the
 
traditional male response to jealousy, not being
 
functional for gay male couples, is less likely to be
 
reported in response to the possibility of a partner's
 
single sexual experience with another person.
 
This differential response pattern does not appear
 
to be related to sex-role identity. Indeed, gay men and
 
heterosexual men do not seem to differ substantially on a
 
measure of sex-role identity. Furthermore, the longer
 
their relationships have endured, the more likely are men
 
to respond to jealous feelings in ways which support the
 
relationship. Gay men's tendency to respond in such
 
fashion is additionally strengthened by age.
 
Limitations of the Study
 
Before proceeding to implications of the present
 
study for counseling couples and for future research, a
 
discussion of some of the limitations of this study is
 
relevant. Sample selection and choice of instruments
 
appears to be particularly important.
 
Exclusion of female subjects, both lesbian couples
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and the heterosexual males' partners, was necessary due
 
to cost considerations. However, this restriction
 
resulted in a diminished scope for the study. While both
 
sides of the story were told for the gay couples, only
 
one was afforded by the heterosexual respondents.
 
Indeed, this duplication of responses for the gay sample
 
may have confounded the statistical analysis of the
 
study, producing less variance in responses for the gay
 
sample than for the non-gay sample. To the extent that
 
half of the gay sample was chosen because of their
 
partners' participation, randomness in selection was
 
reduced.
 
In regard to selection of the measures used in this
 
study, Bryson's scale, while affording some demonstrated
 
validity, might best have been scrutinized initially in a
 
factor analytic pilot study to investigate its utility
 
more closely. The responses offered to subjects were
 
frequently criticized. Though some of the criticisms
 
were not necessarily relevant to the aims of the study,
 
some were poignant. For example, several respondents
 
crossed out or altered the word "calmly" in the response,
 
"I would calmly discuss the situation with my partner."
 
Other comments were of particular interest due to their
 
examination of underlying biases in the measure. Several
 
respondents commented on the fact that most of the
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possible resporises were socially undesirable. On the
 
whole, subjects reported an unwillingness to respond in
 
the ways the questionnaire lists. It has already been
 
suggested that this general social undesirability of the
 
jealousy responses may have contributed to the failure of
 
the second hypothesis, the Sex-Role/Respoass Type
 
Hypothesis, to have been substantiated.
 
The above probably do not constitute a complete
 
presentation of the limitations of the study. Those
 
cited do, perhaps, illustrate the researcher's initial
 
naivete and, hopefully, his subsequent development.
 
However, it is not the author's intent to detract
 
completely from the conclusions that have preceded this
 
section, nor from the implications that follow.
 
Implications for Couples Gounseling
 
As was noted in the introduction to this paper and
 
has been evidenced in the course of the analysis, the
 
impact of jealousy and issues surrounding outside sexual
 
encounters are formidable for gay male couples. Conflict
 
within couples over desires for or fears of sexual
 
experiences outside the relationship can become
 
insurmountable to any couple. This is especially true
 
for gay couples given Alpert's (1976) observation that
 
for these couples, the relationship must meet the needs
 
of both members to continue. There are few outside
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supports for gay couples to remain together in times of
 
conflict. As one gay respondent stated, "The back door's
 
always open in gay relationships."
 
Nanda and Fancher (197S) proposed that monogamy may
 
not be functional for gay male couples. Though over half
 
of the gay respondents reported an arrangement which did
 
not permit outside sexual activity, a very large minority
 
reported arrangements that did allow for such activity.
 
If one considers that at least some of those respondents
 
with an arrangement which did not allow for outside
 
sexual encounters participated in group sex with their
 
partners but did not consider this "outside sexual
 
encounters," then perhaps a majority of gay male couples
 
allow for sex with other parties. It is noteworthy, as
 
well, that fully twenty per cent of the heterosexual men
 
reported that their arrangement with their partners
 
allowed for outside sexual encounters to at least some
 
limited extent. If only some of the couples which make
 
allowances for outside sexual encounters actually do
 
engage in such encounters, it suggests that monogamy may
 
not be seen as functional for some couples generally, gay
 
or heterosexual. , Here, certainly, it would have been of
 
interest to have had the input of the heterosexual
 
sample's female partners.
 
It is imperative that therapists working with such
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issues with couples examine their own biases in regard
 
to monogamy and recognize that such biases may not be
 
functional for particular couples with whom they are
 
working. Therapists need to realize that different
 
couples may make different adaptations to the issues of
 
sexual monogamy and that conflict with accepted social
 
standards needs to be examined in the context of the
 
milieu. Certainly, other issues beyond jealousy will
 
affect the decisions of a particular couple regarding
 
outside sexual encounters. Issues such as sexually
 
transmitted diseases or confusion over roles of third
 
parties as friends or sexual partners may be involved.
 
These decisions need to be made by the couple unhampered
 
by the particular biases (for or against sexual monogamy)
 
of the therapist.
 
The issue of outside sexual relationships must be
 
seen as any other issue for the couple and within the
 
framework of their particular milieu. It is essential to
 
see both partners' perspectives on the issue and
 
facilitate their communication and development of a
 
workable agreement.
 
Such a process might be facilitated by encouraging
 
self-examination as to the projected meaning of a
 
partner's outside sexual encounters as well as to the
 
meaning of those encounters to the involved partner. To
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what extent is the fear related to loss of self-esteem
 
and to what extent, fears of loss of the security of the
 
relationship? What is the reality base for such fears?
 
How might they best be dealt with? diJhat alternatives are
 
open to the couple and how might each help the other in
 
reaching agreement? Certainly a therapeutic stance of
 
confidence that the couple can grow with time will help
 
both partners to see beyond their own immediate fears
 
and/or needs.
 
In short, the suggestions offered ask the therapist
 
to confront his or her oxm biases in regard to monogamy
 
issues, perhaps to share those biases with their clients
 
if relevant, to keep those biases in perspective and help
 
the couple in his or her office to confront their own
 
biases and use what mutual caring is available within the
 
couple to work out the agreement which is best for them
 
at that particular point in their mutual development.
 
Implications for Future Research
 
In the area of couple relationships and of responses
 
to jealousy, the present study hints at several
 
directions for future research.
 
What are the processes whereby issues of jealousy
 
are resolved in couple relationships? What
 
differentiates couples which opt for outside sexual
 
activities from those which do not? Do allowances for
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outside sexual encounters affect the intimacy and
 
endurance of such couples? Are there phases of
 
development for couples which can be documented and if
 
so, do these phases differ between such couples? What
 
other types of behaviors besides .differential responses
 
to jealousy hinder or support a couple's survival? How
 
and why do aging and the length of relationships affect
 
their members coping with these issues? What particular
 
role does aging play for gay men in their seeking,
 
establishing and maintaining relationships? These
 
questions might be approached from longitudinal studies
 
of couple relationships that would look at gay male,
 
lesbian and heterosexual couples alike.
 
One of the gay respondents added in the post-

questionnaire interview that his partner's outside sexual
 
encounters aroused him and actually enhanced their sexual
 
relationship as a couple. How may other members of
 
couples adopt similar attitudes? What kind of
 
personality correlates are associated with such an
 
attitude? ,Also, what kinds of personological variables
 
affect desires for and fears of outside sexual
 
encounters? Issues such as these could be addressed
 
through correlational research similar to the current
 
study.
 
Therapeutic outcome studies using couples counseling
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with gay male and leabian couples would help us to better
 
understand what specific interventions facilitate couples
 
growth and which do not. It is obvious that gay male and
 
lesbian couples offer us .an alternative viewpoint in
 
regard to couplehood and the interplay of sex-role
 
conditioning dynamics. Research on therapy with such
 
couples will shed considerable light on our
 
conceptualizations of couple relationships,in general.
 
It is hoped that the present study will foster
 
research interest in the area of couple relationships and
 
gay male couple relationships in particular and lead to
 
further investigation of such couples and of issues
 
related to monogamy and sexual jealousy. To be sure,
 
research to date has been minimal, yet an understanding
 
of alternative couple relationships is essential for our
 
understanding of couple relationships in general. Gay
 
male and lesbian couples offer a unique perspective on
 
issues of intimacy, cooperation and trust. These couples
 
are resources which should not be ignored^—especially in
 
an era when significant relationships seem so complex and
 
so untenable to many.
 
APPENDIX A
 
Couples Questionnaire
 
The following questions are part of a study of
 
couple relationships and factors that affect them. Some
 
of the questions are quite personal. They may ask you to
 
reveal some things that you don't like to think about, or
 
things that you wouldn't ordinarily tell to other people.
 
¥e can only ask that you try to be as honest and open as
 
possible, for your complete cooperation in this study is
 
crucial to our achieving a-better understanding of couple
 
relationships. Your responses will be kept strictly
 
anonymous and confidential. Of course, if you truly do
 
not wish to respond to any of these questions you should
 
not feel required to do so.
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1. What is your age?
 
2. 	What is your occupationa,! status?
 
a) Student
 
b) Unemployed
 
c) Self-employed
 
d) Employed, blue collar (Example: Laborer)
 
e) Employed, white collar (Example: Administration)
 
f) Professional
 
g) Retired
 
3. What is your occupation? .. . ' . . ,
 
4-. How many years of formal education have you had?
 
5. 	Do you have any of the following degrees?
 
a) High school diploma
 
b) Associate (Two-year college degree)
 
c) Bachelor degree
 
d) Master's degree
 
e) Doctoral degree
 
6. 	What is your racial or ethnic background? _________
 
a) Black or Afro-American
 
b) Mexican-American, Chicano or Latino
 
c) Asian-American
 
d) American Indian or Native American
 
e) Caucasian or European-American
 
f) Other .
 
7. How would you describe the socio-economic class in
 
which you were raised? ■
 
a) Lower class
 
b) Lower-middle class
 
c) Upper-middle class
 
d) Upper class
 
8. How would you describe your current socio-economic
 
class?
 
a) Lower class
 
b) Lower-middle claSs
 
c) Upper-middle class
 
d) Upper class
 
9. What is your approximate yearly income?
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TO. How often do you currently attend religious services?
 
a) Never
 
b) Less than three times a year
 
c) About once a month or a little less
 
d) More than once a month
 
e) Almost every week
 
f) More than twice a week
 
11. What religion do you consider yourself to be? . 
a) Eastern Orthodox 
b) Roman Catholic 
c) Protestant 
d) Jewish 
e) Buddhist 
f) Other ; ■ 
g) None 
12. What length of time in years, have you lived with
 
your partner?
 
13* Are you and your partner "married?" Yes No_
 
14., In regard to your and your partner's involvement,
 
which of the following apply?
 
a) I am much more involved than my partner.
 
b) I am more involved than my partner.
 
c) We are equally involved.
 
d) My partner is more involved than I.
 
e) My partner is much more involved than I.
 
15. Have you ever been jealous in this or any other
 
relationship? Yes No
 
16. Do you consider jealousy to be a problem for you?
 
a) Definitely
 
b) Somewhat
 
c) Slightly
 
d) No
 
17. What emotion do you associate most strongly with
 
jealousy?
 
a) Anger
 
b) Sadness
 
c) Fear
 
18. Have you ever tried to intentionally make someone
 
jealous? Yes No
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Although the following questions about you and your
 
partner's relationship niay be uncoinfortable for you to
 
answer or even to think about, please try to be as open
 
and honest as possible. Keep in mind that your answers
 
are strictly anonymous and confidential.
 
19. 	Have you and your partner discussed whether either or
 
both of you will have outside sexual encounters?
 
Ies__ No
 
20. 	Which of the following statements best applies for
 
you and your partner?
 
a) We have an unspoken agreement not to have outside
 
sexual encounters.
 
b) We have discussed this issue and have agreed not
 
to have outside sexual encounters.
 
c) We have discussed this issue and have agreed that
 
we will or can have very limited outside sexual
 
encounters.
 
d) We have discussed this issue and have decided not
 
to put limits (or, at any rate very few limits)
 
on each other's outside sexual encounters.
 
e) , We have not discussed this issue and have always
 
understood that we will or can have outside
 
sexual encounters.
 
21. 	Has this issue of outside sexual encounters ever been
 
a source of conflict for you and your partner?
 
les No
 
22. 	Is this issue of outside sexual encounters a source
 
of conflict for you and your partner at this time?
 
Yes__ No_
 
23. 	How comfortable are you and your partner with your
 
current agreement regarding whether or not to have
 
outside sexual encounters? .
 
a) I am much more comfortable with our agreement.
 
b) I am somewhat more comfortable.
 
c) We are both comfortable with our agreement.
 
d) Neither of us is very comfortable with the
 
agreement. :
 
e) My partner is somewhat more comfortable than I.
 
f) My partner is a lot more comfortable than I am.
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Imagine that you have reason to believe that your
 
partner had had a single, sexual experience, with another
 
person. Then read each of the following reactions and
 
indicate how likely you might be to respond in that
 
manner in such a situation. Use the following scale to
 
indicate the likelihood that you would react in that
 
manner.
 
A = Extremely likely that I would react in this manner,
 
B == Likely that I would react in this manner.
 
C = Might or might not react in this manner.
 
D = Unlikely that I would react in this manner.
 
E - Extremely unlikely that I would react in this manner.
 
24. 	I would try to confirm or disconfirm my
 
suspicions" by spying on my partner.
 
25. 	I would become more sexually aggressive with
 
other people,
 
26. 	I would start going out with other people.
 
27. 	I would feel betrayed.
 
28. 	I would feel inadequate.
 
■ 29. I would privately threaten the other person. 
____ 30. I would do a lot of flirting to make my partner
 
2ealous.
 
31. 	I would try to make my partner think I didn't
 
care.
 
32. 	I would try to act like I didn't know about the
 
situation when I was with my partner.
 
33. 	I would try to monopolize my partner's time.
 
34• 	I would assure myself that the other person
 
was not a threat.
 
35. 	I would put more demands on my partner for
 
attention.
 
. 36. I would break up with my partner as,soon as
 
I found out about the situation.
 
37. 	I would try to increase my attractiveness to
 
my partner.
 
38, I would tell my partner how much I needed her/him.
 
_____ 39• I would calmly discuss the situation with my
 
partner.
 
40. 	I would be less able to cope with other aspects
 
of my life.
 
4'!. I would resign myself to the situation and let
 
it run its course as long as my partner didn't,
 
leave me.
 
42. 	I would work with my partner to improve the
 
relationship.
 
43. 	I would feel there must be something wrong with
 
me as a romantic or sexual partner.
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Using the same A through E scale as on the previous
 
page, again indicate how likely you would be to respond
 
in the following ways, but this time imagine how you
 
would react if you had reason to believe that your
 
partner was having a sexual affair with another person;
 
A = Extremely likely that I would react in this manner.
 
B = Likely that I would react in this manner.
 
C = Might or might not react in this manner.
 
D = Unlikely that I would react in this manner.
 
E = Extremely unlikely that I would react in this manner.
 
L,L,. I would try to confirm or disconfirm my
 
suspicions by spying on my partner.
 
___ 45. I would become more sexually aggressive with
 
other people.
 
• 46. 	I would start going out with other people.
 
47. I would feel betrayed.
 
___ 48. I would feel inadequate.
 
49. I 	would privately threaten the other person.
 
\	 50. I would do a lot of flirting to make my partner
 
jealous.
 
51. I 	would try to make my partner think I didn't
 
cars.
 
52. 	I would try to act like I didn't know about the
 
situation when 1 was with my partner.
 
53. I would try to monopolize my partner's time.
 
54* I would assure myself that the other person
 
was not a threat.
 
55. 	I would put more demands on my partner for
 
attention.
 
56, I 	would break up with my partner as soon as
 
I found out about the situation.
 
57. I would try to increase my attractiveness to
 
my partner.
 
. 58. I would tell my partner how much I needed her/him.
 
59. 	I would calmly discuss the situation with my 
partner. ■ 
60. 	I would be less able to cope with other aspects
 
of my life.
 
_____ 61. I would resign myself to the situation and let
 
it run its course as long as ray partner didn't
 
leave me.
 
62. 	I would work with my partner to improve the
 
relationship.
 
63. 	I would feel there must be something wrong with
 
me as a romantic or sexual partner.
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On the following page, you will be shown a large
 
number of personality characteristics. We would like you
 
to use those characteristics in order to describe
 
yourself. That is, we would like you to indicate, on a
 
scale from 1 to 7, how true of you these various
 
characteristics are. Please do not leave any
 
characteristic unmarked.
 
Example: sly
 
Mark a 1 if it is NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that
 
you are sly.
 
Mark a 2 if it is USUALLY NOT TRUE that you are sly.
 
Mark a 3 if it is SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE
 
that you are sly.
 
Mark a 4 if it is OCCASIONALLY TRUE that you are sly.
 
Mark a 5 if it is OFTEN TRUE that you are sly.
 
Mark a 6 if it is USUALLY TRUE that you are sly.
 
Mark a 7 if it is ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE
 
that you are sly.
 
Thus, if ybu feel it is sometimes but infrequently
 
true that you are "sly," never or almost never true that
 
you are "malicious," always or almost always true that
 
you are "irresponsible," and often true that you are
 
"carefree," then you would rate these characteristics as
 
follows:
 
Sly 3 Irresponsible 7
 
Malicious 1 Carefree 5
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1 4
 
NEVER USUALLT SOMETIMES OCCASION- OFTEN USUALLY ALWAYS 
OR NOT BUT ALLY TRUE TRUE TRUE OR 
ALMOST TRUE INFREQUENTLY ALMOST 
NEVER TRUE ALWAYS 
TRUE TRUE 
Self-reliant Reliable Warm 
Yielding Analytical Solemn
 
Helpful Sympathetic Willing to
 
take a stand
 
Defends own Jealous
 
beliefs Tender
 
Has leadership
 
Cheerful abilities Friendly
 
Moody Sensitive to the Aggressive
 
needs of others
 
Independent Gullible
 
Truthful
 
Shy Inefficient
 
Willing to take
 
Conscientious risks Acts as a
 
leader
 
Athletic Understanding
 
Childlike
 
Affectionate Secretive
 
Adaptable
 
Theatrical Makes decisions
 
easily Individualistic
 
Assertive
 
Compassionate Does not use
 
Flatterable harsh language
 
Sincere
 
Happy Unsystematic
 
Self-sufficient
 
Strong Competitive
 
personality Eager to soothe
 
hurt feelings Loves children
 
Loyal
 
Conceited Tactful
 
Unpredictable
 
Dominant Ambitious
 
Forceful
 
Soft-spoken Gentle
 
Feminine
 
Likable Conventional
 
Masculine
 
 APPENDIX B
 
BREAKDOWN OF BRISON'S JEALOUSY QUESTIONNAIRE
 
BY RESPONSE TYPES
 
N 1. I would try to confirm or disconfirm my suspicions 
by spying on my partner. 
SE 2. I would become more sexually aggressive with other 
people. 
SE 3. I would start going out with other people. 
N 4. I would feel betrayed. 
N 5. I would feel inadequate. 
B 6. I would privately threaten the other person. 
SE 7. I would do a lot of flirting to make my partner 
2ealous. 
SE 8. I would try to make my partner think I didn't 
care. 
B 9. act like I didn't know about theI would try to 
I was with my partner,situation when 
R 10. monopolize my partner's time,I would try to 
B 11. myself that the other personI would assure 
was not a threat. 
R 12. I would put more demands on my partner for 
attention. 
SE 13. I would break up with my partner as soon as 
1 found out about the situation. 
R u. I would try to increase my attractiveness to 
my partner. 
R 15. I would tell my partner how much I needed her/him. 
B 16. I would calmly discuss the situation with my 
partner. 
N 17. I would be less able to cope with other aspects 
of my life. 
R 18. I would resign myself to the situation and let 
it run its course as long as my partner didn't 
leave me. 
B 19. I would work with my partner to improve the 
relationship. 
N 20. I would feel there must be something wrong with 
me as a romantic or sexual partner. 
CODES; SE = Self-esteem maintaining response 
R = Relationship maintaining response 
B = "Both" maintaining response 
N = "Neither" maintaining response 
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APPENDIX 0
 
Informed Consent and Debriefing
 
Bubin and Mitchell (1976) noted the long term
 
effects that couples research may have on specific
 
couples used as subjects. Processes of definition and of
 
disclosure are frequently facilitated by studies wherein
 
participants are asked to make evaluative statements
 
regarding their relationships. The proposed study was
 
expected to facilitate processes of definition for some
 
participants in that questions were presented that may
 
not have been previously raised by participants.
 
Particular scales and ranges of responses were utilized,
 
possibly suggesting external standards or criteria by
 
which participants might have attempted to measure or
 
define their relationships. Such evaluation of
 
themselves and their relationships could have lead
 
participants to new definitions of those relationships.
 
Indeed, the act of committing to writing one's
 
evaluations is an act of self-attribution and
 
consequently reinforces those definitions and
 
evaluations.
 
Processes of disclosure were also expected to have
 
been facilitated. Rubin and Mitchell observed that the
 
109
 
110 
vast majority of their respondents subsequently reported
 
discussing responses with their partner—some respondents
 
using the study to allow previously undiscussed issues to
 
be raised. In some couples, participation was reported
 
to have facilitated a "more open and disclosive
 
relationship in general." With some couples, however,
 
conflicts arose when one partner was more resistant to
 
discussing his or her responses and the other partner
 
viewed this resistance as an unwillingness to share.
 
According to Rubin and Mitchell, the processes of
 
definition and disclosure are closely integrated and
 
reciprocally foster one another through a cycle of
 
definition to disclosure to redefinition. Though
 
generally the effects of participation in Rubin and
 
Mitchell's study were seen by participants to be non
 
existent (78%) or positive (18%), a small group (4.%) did
 
express sentiments that the study caused them to be less
 
close to their partners. It is especially for these
 
couples that precautions were taken both before and after
 
administering the questionnaires to subjects.
 
Before administering the questionnaire, a
 
participant's informed consent was be obtained.
 
"Informed consent" requires that the subject be made
 
aware of any "physical and mental discomfort, harm and
 
damage" that may result from participation in a study
 
Ill
 
(APA, 1973)« To this end, potential subjects in this
 
study were informed of the following points of fact 
regarding participation in this study. 
1) There are no right or wrong answers on this 
questionnaire. The measures are in no way diagnostic and
 
do not reflect any qualititive statements about either
 
the subject or his relationship.
 
2) The subjects' responses are kept confidential.
 
No one will be informed by the interviewer of any
 
responses made by the subject, nor even that the subject
 
did or did not participate. Names are not to be affixed
 
to questionnaires. Code numbers are used so that
 
specific pairs Of completed questionnaires can be
 
identified as those of some couple.
 
3) Some items on the questionnaire may be questions
 
that the subject may not have thought of before. Some of
 
these questions the subject may feel to be disturbing.
 
The interviewer will be glad to discuss any of those
 
questions with the subject following completion of the
 
questionnaire.
 
4.) Sometimes the range of allowed responses may not
 
seem sufficient to adequately describe the subject's
 
perceptions of his relationship. If so, subjects are
 
asked to attempt to choose the statement that comes
 
closest to their own feelings. Those specific questions
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may also be discussed with the interviewer afterwards.
 
5) Finally, participation may have an impact on the
 
subject's relationship. It may cause participants to
 
think about aspects of their relationship that they had
 
not previously considered, or not thought about for a
 
while. If questions are raised that the subject wishes
 
to discuss, the interviewer will allow for time following
 
' 1
 
completion of the questionnaire to discuss those issues.
 
Only after all of the above items had been covered
 
and the subject indicated that he understood them and
 
agreed to participate, was the questionnaire
 
administered.
 
After each subject completed the questionnaire, the
 
interviewer reviewed the aforementioned points—
 
reassuring the subject of the confidentiality of his
 
responses, that there were no right or wrong answers, and
 
that the questions make no qualitative statements about
 
the respondent or his relationship.
 
Reminding the participant that some of the questions
 
may have caused him to think about aspects of his
 
1
 
This aspect of informed consent is crucial to what
 
Rubin and Mitchell have identified as "couples research
 
as couples counseling." Subjects need to be informed if
 
there is a risk that participatioin may affect their life
 
in ways they feel are negative or destructive. At the
 
same time, informing them of this possibility does not
 
necessitate emphasizing that risk to the point of
 
encouraging a self-fulfilling prophecy.
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relationship that he had not considered previously, the
 
\ ;
 
interviev/er inquired as to whether the subject wished to
 
discuss any such items. Also reminding him that the
 
particular range of responses for some questions may have
 
been inadequate to describe his subjective experience,
 
the interviev;er inquired as to whether he wished to
 
discuss any of those questions. In the event that a
 
given subject requested additional counseling, the
 
interviewer was prepared to offer several referral
 
sources for continued counseling. To the best of the
 
interviewer's ability, subjects were left with the
 
feeling that participation in the study was best seen as
 
a brief self-exploration of their own thoughts and
 
feelings about their relationships.
 
Rubin and Mitchell observed that the APA (1973)
 
statement of the ethical principles regarding human
 
subjects requires that researchers be responsible in
 
detecting and removing or correcting "any undesirable
 
consequences, including any possible long term effects."
 
Clearly, long term effects were a possibility in this
 
study and consequently, subjects were informed that the
 
interviewer was willing to be contacted at a future date
 
should problems arise as a result of the subject's
 
participation in the study. This guarantee on the part
 
of the interviewer, necessitated the collection of a
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number of possible referral sources for continued
 
counseling, prior to the collection of any data.
 
Finally, subjects were informed that copies of the
 
results of this study were available as of its completion
 
and if they so desired, copies would be sent to them with
 
pleasure. Rubin and Mitchell noted that these reports
 
are essential to the counseling process and need to be
 
presented so as to continue that process in a positive
 
direction. This study attempted to comply with that
 
directive.
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